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THURSDAY, AUGUST 27, 1959 


Hovset or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON IRRIGATION AND RECLAMATION 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met at 9:45 a.m., room 1324, New House Office 
Building, the Honorable Walter Rogers (chairman) presiding: 

Mr. Rocers. The Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation will 
come to order for the consideration of H.R. 1235 and S. 281. 

These bills are to authorize the Secretary of the Interior to con- 
struct, operate, and maintain a reregulating reservoir and other works 
at the Burns Creek development on the Snake River 30 miles down- 
stream from the existing Palisades Dam of the Bureau of Reclamation. 

This legislation is not new to the committee. The committee spent 
4 days on this in the 85th Congress but took no final action. 

Burns Creek would be a multiple-purpose project which would 
be connected electrically and hydraulically with the Palisades project. 

The primary purpose would be reregulation from the Palisades 
Reservoir and, therefore, permit more efficient use of the Palisades 

roject. In addition, 100,000 acre-feet of capacity would be available 
Sa long-term irrigation storage and this would provide insurance 
water to be used during periods of extreme drought to benefit the 
entire Palisades area. 

The proposed development also includes an additional 90,000 kilo- 
watt powerplant and the estimated cost of development is $45.4 mil- 
lion and except for $49,000 allocated to recreation, the entire cost of 
the Burns Creek development is allocated to power and irrigation. 

The Department of Interior and the Bureau of the Budget have 
reported favorably on the legislation and these reports, together with 
the House bill and the Senate bill and Senate report thereon, will be 
placed in the recor dat this point. 

(The documents follow :) 


(H.R. 1235, 86th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To authorize the Secretary of the Interior to construct, operate, and maintain a 
reregulating reservoir and other works at the Burns Creek site in the upper Snake River 
Valley, Idaho, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That in order to assist in the irrigation of 
arid and semiarid lands in the upper Snake River Valley, Idaho, to provide facili- 
ties for river regulation and the control of floods, to utilize the hydroelectric 
power opportunities created thereby, and, as incidents to the foregoing pur- 
poses, to enhance recreational opportunities and provide for the preservation and 
propagation of fish and wildlife, the Secretary of the Interior is authorized to 
construct, operate, and maintain a reregulating reservoir, powerplant, and re- 
lated facilities at or near the Burns Creek site below Palisades Dam on the 
Snake River, the reservoir and powerplant to be substantially in accordance with 
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the report of the Secretary of the Interior entitled “Burns Creek Dam. Power. 
plant, and Reservoir” dated February 26, 1957. In so doing the Secretary shall 
be governed by the Federal reclamation laws (Act of June 17, 1902, 32 Stat. 388 
and Acts amendatory thereof and supplementary thereto). : 
cluding the reservoir, powerplant, and related facilities herein authorized shall 
be considered as features of the Palisades Dam and Reservoir project (Act of 
September 30, 1950, 64 Stat. 1083) and shall be integrated therewith financially 
and operationally. : 

Sec. 2. The irrigation storage capacity in Burns Creek Reservoir shall be re. 
served for subscription by organizations which have storage rights in Palisades 
Reservoir (the term “storage rights” being used in the same sense as in the 
storage contracts heretofore entered into by the Secretary of the Interior with 
respect to Palisades Reservoir) whether or not under contract before the date 
of this Act. And the Secretary may contract with any such organization on the 
basis of operating plans which, in accordance with contracts heretofore entered 
into between the United States and subscribers to Palisades capacity, treat the 
conservation capacity as having a priority equal to that of the irrigation 
capacity in Palisades Reservoir. Any Burns Creek irrigation storage capacity 
which is not so subscribed within six months from the time when funds are first 
made available for starting construction of the Burns Creek development shall 
then be made available for use in accordance with the Federal reclamation laws. 

Sec. 3. (a) The Secretary is authorized, in connection with the Burns Creek 
development, to construct minimum basic public recreational facilities and to 
arrange for the operation and maintenance of the same by an appropriate Fed. 
eral, State, or local organization or agency. 

(b) The Secretary may make such reasonable provision in the works of the 
Burns Creek development as, upon further study in accordance with section 2 
of the Act of August 14, 1946 (60 Stat. 1080, 16 U. S. C. 662), he finds to be re 
quired for the preservation and propagation of fish and wildlife. An appropriate 
portion of the cost of the development shall be allocated as provided in said Act, 
and it, together with the portion of the construction cost allocated to recreation 
and the operation and maintenance costs allocated to these functions, shall be 
nonreimbursable and nonreturnable under the reclamation laws. 

(c) So far as the Secretary finds the same to be consistent with safety and 
with efficient operation for the primary purposes of the development, Burns 
Creek Reservoir and lands adjacent thereto which are now owned or hereafter 
acquired by the United States shall be open to free public use of lawful hunting 
and fishing purposes, and free access thereto for those purposes shall be assured, 

(d) During times when releases for other purposes are less than one thousand 
cubie feet per second, a release of this amount from Burns Creek Reservoir 
shall nevertheless be maintained for the benefit of downstream fishlife, but 
this release may be reduced for brief temporary periods by the Secretary when- 
ever he may find that maintenance thereof is harmful to the primary purposes 
of the project. 

Sec. 4. (a) To assist in the construction of the works authorized by section 1 
of this Act, the Secretary may, notwithstanding the last sentence of section 2 of 
the Act of September 30, 1950 (64 Stat. 1083), construct all necessary facilities 
to deliver power to the site of said works. The power-generating and trans 
mission facilities authorized to be constructed by section 1 of this Act shall be 
subject to the second sentence of section 2 of said Act of September 30, 1950, 
and shall, to the greatest possible extent consistent with existing contractual 
obligations, be operated in conjunction with and connected to the facilities 
covered by such second sentence to the end of producing and marketing the 
greatest amount of power and energy. Nothing contained in this Act shall be 
construed to affect adversely the application in aid of irrigation, under sections 
2(b), 3(a), and 5 of the Act of August 31, 1954 (68 Stat. 1026), of net power 
revenues received from the Palisades Reservoir and developments combined 
therewith for payout purposes under said Act of September 30, 1950. 

(b) The Secretary is authorized to amend contracts heretofore made under 
the Acts of September 30, 1950, supra, and of August 31, 1954, supra, whereby 
the water users assumed an obligation for winter power replacement based on 
the winter water savings program at the Minidoka powerplant to relieve the 
contractors ratably by one-third of that obligation, and to make new contracts 
under these Acts on a like basis. To the extent such annual obligations are 
reduced, the cost thereof shall be included in the costs to be absorbed by the 
power operations of the Palisades project. 


The works, in. | 
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(e) The actual construction of the facilities herein authorized shall not be 
undertaken until at least 80 per centum of the conservation capacity in Burns 
Creek Reservoir is under subscription, nor until negotiations have been under- 
taken in accordance with the provisions of (b) of this section. 

Sec. 5. Expenditures for the works authorized by section 1 of this Act may 
pe made without regard to the soil survey and land classification proviso of the 
Interior Department Appropriation Act, 1954 (67 Stat. 261, 266, 48 U.S.C. 390a). 

Sec. 6. For a period of ten years from the date of enactment of this Act, no 
water shall be delivered to any water user for the production on newly irrigated 
lands of any basic agricultural commodity, as defined in the Agricultural Act 
of 1949, or any amendment thereof, if the total supply of such commodity for 
the marketing year in which the bulk of the crop would be normally marketed 
is in excess of the normal supply as defined in section 301(b) (10) of the Agri- 
cultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, unless the Secretary of Agriculture 
calls for an increase in production of such commodity in the interest of national 
security. 

Sec. 7. There are hereby authorized to be appropriated such sums as may be 
necessary to carry out the purpose of this Act. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY. 
Washington, D.C., April 21, 1959. 
Hon. WAYNE N. ASPINALL, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

Deak Mr. ASPINALL: A report from this Department has been requested on 
H.R. 1235, a bill to authorize the Secretary of the Interior to construct, operate, 
and maintain a reregulating reservoir and other workes at the Burns Creek 
site in the upper Snake River Valley, Idaho, and for other purposes. 

We recommend that the bill be enacted. A few minor amendments set out 
hereafter are also recommended. 

The Burns Creek Dam, Reservoir, and powerplant would be located on the 
Snake River in Bonneville County, Idaho, about 30 miles downstream from 
Palisades dam. It would be integrated electrically, hydraulically, and financially 
with the existing Palisades reclamation project. Our planning report on this 
development, together with copies of the comments we have received from 
State and Federal agencies, has been transmitted to the Speaker of the House 
and referred to your committee. 

The prime purpose of the Burns Creek development is reregulation of releases 
from Palisades. In addition, 100,000 acre-feet of its 234,000 acre-feet of reser- 
voir capacity will be available for long-term holdover irrigation storage pur- 
poses and a 90,000-kilowatt powerplant is proposed. The reregulation of Pali- 
sades releases will result in more efficient use of Palisades than is possible 
otherwise. Without downstream regulation, for instance, the operation of 
Palisades powerplant would be limited by restrictions on streamflow fluctua- 
tions below the dam. The integrated or combined operation of Burns Creek 
Palisades will permit the prime power output from the Palisades powerplant 
alone to be more than doubled. 

The 100,000 acre-feet of irrigation storage will be utilized principally as long- 
term holdover storage. It will, in effect, provide insurance water to be used 
during such periods of extreme drought as occurred during the early 1930's. It 
is expected that it will be contracted for, and used on the same lands (650,000 
irrigated acres along the Snake River extending in a strip upstream from 
Bliss, Idaho) as the Palisades irrigation water. In view of this, it seems to us 
that the requirement of the Interior Department Appropriation Act, 1954 
(67 Stat. 261, 266, 43 U.S.C., sec. 390a) respecting land classification and soil 
survey could well be waived as section 5 of the bill would provide. 

The bill provides a 6-month preference to holders of storage rights in Palisades 
Reservoir for subscription to Burns Creek space. It also provides that “the 
Secretary may contract with any such organization on the basis of operating 
plans which, in accordance with contracts heretofore entered into between the 
United States and subscribers to Palisades capacity, treat the conservation 
capacity as having a priority equal to that of the irrigation eapacity in Pali- 
sades Reservoir.” Typical of the contract provisions to which this passage 
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refers is that in article 29(c) of the contract of January 7, 1955, with the Mj. 
ner Low Lift Irrigation District: 

“If the United States, under the Federal reclamation laws, hereafter ¢op. 
structs storage facilities on the Snake River or its tributaries above Milner Dam 
in addition to those now constructed or authorized to be constructed to provide 
water for irrigation purposes, the district hereby agrees that, notwithstanding 
the establishment of a storage right for such additional facilities with a priority 
subsequent to that assigned the Palisades Dam and Reservoir, the United States 
may hereafter contract with water users organizations which then have stor. 
age rights in Palisades Reservoir, to operate not to exceed 300,000 acre-feet of 
such capacity for the storage of water for irrigation for the benefit of suey 
organizations as though that capacity had a storage right of identical priority 
with that held for Palisades Dam and Reservoir.”’ ; 

On the basis of present cost estimates, it is likely that construction charges 
for the use of Palisades space will be $7.75 per acre-foot. It is tentatively pro. 
posed that Burns Creek space be charged for at the same rate. On this basis, 
the total repayment by the water users for the use of 100,000 acre-feet of Burns 
Creek storage would be $775,000, repayable over a 40-year period. The remaip- 
der of the irrigation allocation can readily be returned from net power revenues. 

The total estimated cost of constructing the Burns Creek development, ex- 
clusive of fish and wildlife and recreation facilities, is about $45,430,000 on the 
basis of January 1959 prices. It is estimated that, combined with Palisades as 
the bill provides, costs allocated to commercial power could be repaid with in- 
terest well within a 50-year period. Irrigation costs assigned to the combination 
could be repaid in about 50 years after full operation of the Burns Creek power. 
plant begins. 

Economic analysis of the Burns Creek development made during the feasibility 
investigation indicated that its primary benefits alone exceed total costs in the 
ratios of 1.48 to 1 and 1.26 to 1 based on periods of analysis of 100 and 50 
years, respectively. These ratios using January 1959 price indexes might 
change but such changes would be only slight since benefits from power would 
increase in about the same relative magnitude as would costs, 

The bill would include as a project purpose the preservation and propaga- 
tion of fish and wildlife, call for making reasonable provisions in the Burns 
Creek development to achieve this purpose, provide for free public access to 
and use of the reservoir area for lawful hunting and fishing purposes, and 
provide for a minimum flow of water from the reservoir to benefit the fishlife 
downstream. These provisions conform to recommendations of the Fish and 
Wildlife Service which were adopted as an integral part of our project plan- 
ning report. 

Two provisions of the bill are deserving of special comment. Subsection (b) 
of section 4 would authorize the Secretary of the Interior to reduce by one- 
third certain contract obligations undertaken by irrigation interests which 
serve to compensate the beneficiaries of the Minidoka powerplant for losses 
of power resulting from storage in Palisades Reservoir, and to charge the total 
amount of the reductions to Palisades power revenues. We estimate that this 
charge to project power operations would be about $5,000 annually. It is our 
understanding that this provision is desired by local water user groups. We 
make no objection to its inclusion in the authorizing legislation if the Congress 
should be inclined to adopt it, since it would have no appreciable effect on the 
feasibility or payout of the project. 

Subsection (c) of section 4 would provide that construction of Burns Creek 
could not be commenced until 80 percent of its conservation capacity has been 
subscribed and until negotiations have been undertaken in accordance with 
section 4(b). We understand that this provision, too, is desired by local water 
user groups. While it is ordinarily not desirable to construct facilities the 
success of which depends upon water user repayments until repayment contracts 
have been entered into, it is the return from power that will carry the great 
bulk of the cost of Burns Creek. The 100,000 acre-feet of long-term holdover 
irrigation water would be used only a few times during project payout. The 
relatively minor part of irrigation in this project will have little bearing upon 
the success of the project. However, we anticipate that there will be no difficulty 
in meeting the requirements of section 4(c) and we offer no objection to it. 

We recommend that the bill be amended in the following respects: (1) sub 
stitute the words “in connection with” for the words “in the works of” in line 
15, page 3; (2) substitute the words “conservation and development” for the 
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words “preservation and propagation” in lines 8 and 9, page 1, and line 18, 
ge 3; and (3) substitute the words “section 2 of the Fish and Wildlife Co- 
ordination Act (48 Stat. 401, as amended; 16 U.S.C., secs. 661, 662)” for the 
words “section 2 of the Act of August 14, 1946 (60 Stat. 1080, 16 U.S.O. 662)” in 
lines 16 and 17, page 3. The first of these changes is suggested to clarify a 
ible ambiguity and the second and third to take cognizance of the recently 
enacted amendments of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (Public Law 
85-624, 85th Congress). 

A statement of personnel and other requirements that enactment of H.R. 
1285 would entail is attached in accordance with the provisions of Public 
Law 801, 84th Congress. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there would be no objection to 
the submission of this report to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
FRED G. AANDAHL, 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 


BILL To AUTHORIZE CONSTRUCTION OF BuRNS CREEK PROJECT, IDAHO 


Estimated additional man-years of civilian employment and expenditures for the 
lst 5 years of proposed new erpanded programs 



































| 1050 | 1960 | 1961 1962 | 1963 
ie aha is hes a bs pith Mihi thi lagi aagllgs 
Estimated additional man-years of civilian | | | 
employment: 
Administrative services and support: | | wf 
I nchell.. censiien one shin shun cal 4 8 8 8 | - 
Property management = : 1 | 1 | 1 | 
Stenographer ; . 1 1 1 1| i 
Total, administrative services 
and support -- : aaa 5 10 10 | 10 x 
Substantive (program): 
Engineering aids Seinen) f 10 13 13 | 10 
Engineers - - - - - . wceneeccncneee! 5 | 9 11 | 11 | 7 
Inspectors... - - --- hea obs obese ke duutdalos 6 | 9 | 9 | 9 
Total, substantive.........._-- | 10 | 25 | 33 | 33 26 
Total, estimated additional yaad matapr - 
man-years of civilian employ- | 
ment.........---.-------------| 15 | 35 | 43 43 | 34 
Estimated additional expenditures: 
Personal services... ....-.-- $80, 000 $180,000 | $220,000 $220, 000 | $175, 000 
NT i tee 20, 000 220, 000 4,000, 000 | 13, 600, 000 17, 745, 000 
Total, estimated additional expendi- | | 
a tenth <teptn « Ghea dy 100, 000 | 400, 000 | 4, 220,000 | 13,820,000 | 17,920,000 


' 


[S. 281, 86th Cong., 1st sess. ] 


AN ACT To authorize the Secretary of the Interior to construct, operate, and maintain a 
reregulating reservoir and other works at the Burns Creek site in the upper Snake River 
Valley, Idaho, and for other purposes 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 

States of America in Congress assembled, That in order to assist in the irrigation 

of arid and semiarid lands in the upper Snake River Valley, Idaho, to provide 

facilities for river regulation and the control of floods, to utilize the hydro- 
electric power opportunities created thereby, and, as incidents to the foregoing 
purposes, to enhance recreational opportunities and provide for the conserva- 
tion and development of fish and wildlife, the Secretary of the Interior is au- 
thorized to construct, operate, and maintain a reregulating reservoir, powerplant, 
and related facilities at or near the Burns Creek site below Palisades Dam on the 

Snake River, the reservoir and powerplant to be substantially in accordance 

with the report of the Secretary of the Interior entitled “Burns Creek Dam, 

Powerplant, and Reservoir” dated February 26, 1957. In so doing the Secretary 

shall be governed by the Federal reclamation laws (Act of June 17, 1902, 32 

Stat. 388, and Acts amendatory thereof and supplementary thereto). The works, 

including the reservoir, powerplant, and related facilities herein authorized 
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shall be considered as features of the Palisades Dam and Reservoir projeq 
(Act of September 30, 1950, 64 Stat. 1083) and shall be integrated therewit, 
financially and operationally. Installation of power generating facilities ghay 
be scheduled by the Secretary on the basis of providing for the additional powe, 
requirements of those entitled to preference in the purchase thereof under the 
Federal reclamation laws. 

Sec. 2. The irrigation storage capacity in Burns Creek Reservoir shall lp 
reserved for subscription by organizations which have storage rights in Paligades 
Reservoir (the term “storage rights’ being used in the same sense as in the 
storage contracts heretofore entered into by the Secretary of the Interior with 
respect to Palisades Reservoir) whether or not under contract before the date 
of this Act. And the Secretary may contract with any such organization op 
the basis of operating plans which, in accordance with contracts heretofore 
entered into between the United States and subscribers to Palisades capacity, 
treat the conservation capacity as having a priority equal to that of the irriga- 
tion capacity in Palisades Reservoir. Any Burns Creek irrigation storage ¢,. 
pacity which is not so subscribed within six months from the time when funds 
are first made available for starting construction of the Burns Creek develop 
ment shall then be made available for use in accordance with the Federa) 
reclamation laws. 

Sec. 3. (a) The Secretary is authorized in connection with the Burns Creek 
development, to construct minimum basic public recreational facilities and to 
arrange for the operation and maintenance of the same by an appropriate Fed. 
eral, State, or local organization or agency: Provided, That all lands withip 
the exterior boundaries of a national forest acquired for project purposes which 
are not determined by the Secretary of the Interior to be needed for actual ug 
in connection with the project works shall become national forest lands: Pro. 
vided further, That the Secretary of the Interior shall make his determination 
hereunder within five years after approval of this Act or, in the case of indi- 
vidual tracts of land, within five years after their acquisition by the United 
States: And provided further, That the authority contained in this subsection 
shall not be exercised by the Secretary of the Interior with respect to national 
forest lands without the concurrence of the Secretary of Agriculture. 

(b) The Secretary may make such reasonable provision in connection with the 
Burns Creek development as, upon further study in accordance with section 2 of 
the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (48 Stat. 401, as amended; 16 U.S.C, 
secs. 661, 662), he finds to be required for the conservation and development of 
fish and wildlife. An appropriate portion of the cost of the development shall 
be allocated as provided in said Act and it, together with the portion of the 
construction cost allocated to recreation and the operation and maintenance 
costs allocated to these functions, shall be nonreimbursable and nonreturnable 
under the reclamation laws. 

(c) So far as the Secretary finds the same to be consistent with safety and 
with efficient operation for the primary purposes of the development, Burns 
Creek Reservoir and lands adjacent thereto which are now owned or hereafter 
acquired by the United States shall be open to free public use for lawful hunting 
and fishing purposes, and free access thereto for those purposes shall be assured. 

(d) During times when releases for other purposes are less than one thousand 
cubic feet per second, a release of this amount from Burns Creek Reservoir shall 
nevertheless be maintained for the benefit of downstream fishlife, but this release 
may be reduced for brief temporary periods by the Secretary whenever he may 
find that maintenance thereof is harmful to the primary purposes of the project. 

Sec. 4. (a) To assist in the construction of the works authorized by section 1 
of this Act, the Secretary may, notwithstanding the last sentence of section 2 
of the Act of September 30, 1950 (64 Stat. 1083), construct all necessary facil- 
ities to deliver power to the site of said works. The power-generating and trans- 
mission facilities authorized to be constructed by section 1 of this Act shall be 
subject to the second sentence of section 2 of said Act of September 30, 1950, 
and shall, to the greatest possible extent consistent with existing contractual 
obligations, be operated in conjunction with and connected to the facilities cov- 
ered by such second sentence to the end of producing and marketing the greatest 
amount of power and energy. Nothing contained in this Act shall be construed 
to affect adversely the application in aid of irrigation, under sections 2(b), 
3(a), and 5 of the Act of August 31, 1954 (68 Stat. 1026), of net power revenues 
received from the Palisades Reservoir and developments combined therewith for 
payout purposes under said Act of September 30, 1950. 
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(b) The Secretary is authorized to amend contracts heretofore made under 

the Acts of September 30, 1950, supra, and of August 31, 1954, supra, whereby 
the water users assumed an obligation for winter power replacement based on 
the winter water savings program at the Minidoka powerplant to relieve the 
contractors ratably by one-third of that obligation, and to make new contracts 
under these Acts on a like basis. To the extent such annual obligations are 
reduced, the cost thereof shall be included in the cost to be absorbed by the 
power operations of the Palisades project. ; 
(c) The actual construction of the facilities herein authorized shall not be 
undertaken until at least 80 per centum of the conservation capacity in Burns 
Creek Reservoir is under subscription, nor until negotiations have been under- 
taken in accordance with the provisions of (b) of this section. 

Sec. 5. Expenditures for the works authorized by section 1 of this Act may be 
made without regard to the soil survey and land classification proviso of the 
Interior Department Appropriation Act, 1954 (67 Stat. 261, 266, 483 U.S.C. 390a). 

Sec. 6. For a period of ten years from the date of enactment of this Act, no 
water shall be delivered to any water user for the production on newly irrigated 
lands of any basic agricultural commodity, as defined in the Agricultural Act of 
1949, or any amendment thereof, if the total supply of such commodity for the 
marketing year in which the bulk of the crop would be normally marketed is in 
excess of the normal supply as defined in section 301(b) (10) of the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, unless the Secretary of Agriculture calls 
for an increase in production of such commodity in the interest of national 
security. 

Sec. 7. There are hereby authorized to be appropriated such sums as may be 
necessary to carry out the purposes of this Act. 
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BURNS CREEK PROJECT, IDAHO 
June 29, 1959.—Ordered to be printed 


Mr. Church, from the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
submitted the following 


REPORT 
with MINORITY VIEWS 


[To accompany 8. 281] 


The Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, to whom was 
referred the bill (S. 281) to authorize the Secretary of the Interior to 
construct, operate, and maintain a reregulating reservoir and other 
works at the Burns Creek site in the upper Snake River Valley, 
Idaho, having considered the same, report favorably thereon with 
amendments and recommend that the bill, as amended, do pass. 


AMENDMENTS 


Page 2, lines 3 and 4, strike the words “preservation and propaga- 
tion”’ and insert in lieu thereof the words ‘conservation and develop- 
ment”’. 

Page 2, at end of line 15, add the following: 


Installation of power generating facilities shall be sched- 
uled by the Secretary on the basis of providing for the addi- 
tional power requirements of those entitled to preference in 
the purchase thereof under the Federal reclamation laws. 


Page 3, at end of line 13, change the period to a colon and add the 
following: 


Provided, That all lands within the exterior boundaries of a 
national forest acquired for project purposes which are not 
determined by the Secretary of the Interior to be needed for 
actual use in connection with the project works shall become 
national forest lands: Provided further, That the Secretary of 
the Interior shall make his determination hereunder within 
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five years after approval of this Act or, in the case of indi- 
vidual tracts of land, within five years after their acquisition 
by the United States: And provided further, That the author- 
ity contained in this subsection shall not be exercised by the 
Secretary of the Interior with respect to national forest 
lands without the concurrence of the Secretary of Agriculture. 


Page 4, line 10, strike the words “the works of” and insert in lieu 
thereof the words ‘‘connection with”’. 

Page 4, lines 11 and 12, strike the words “Act of August 14, 1946 
(60 Stat. 1080, 16 U.S.C. 662)” and insert in lieu thereof the words 
“Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (48 Stat. 401, as amended; 16 
US.C., secs. 661, 662)”’. 

Page 4, line 13, strike the words “preservation and propagation” 
and insert in lieu thereof the words “conservation and development”. 


Purpose oF AMENDMENTS 


The first amendment, which was recommended by the Department 
of the Interior, is clarifying. 

The second amendment would require the Secretary of the Interior 
to schedule the installation of generators based upon the anticipated 
load growth of preference customers. This amendment in the com- 
mittee’s opinion precludes the possibility of competition between the 
Bureau of Reclamatidbn, which markets federally generated power at 
wholesale, and the private utility companies operating in southern 
Idaho which sell power to customers not entitled to preference under 
the Federal reclamation laws. The committee feels that the preference 
customers of the Bureau of Reclamation, municipalities and Rural 
Electrification and other cooperatives, are entitled to look to federally 
generated power when made available for energy to meet their load 
growth, but that the Bureau should not schedule power deliveries 
which will adversely affect the established service pattern of the 
private utility companies. The committee feels that this amendment 
assures that scheduled construction of thermal generating (coal- 
consuming) powerplants in Wyoming will not be subjected to delay 
or cancellation by reason of the construction of Burns Creek and the 
installation of its power-generating facilities. A full explanation of 
this amendment is included in this report. 

The third amendment was recommended by the Department of 
Agriculture, and is a normal provision with respect to the relations of 
the Departments of the Interior and of Agriculture with respect to 
national forests lands. 

The three amendments on page 4 of the bill were recommended by 
the Department of the Interior. Each is included, with the under- 
standing that the language applies only to S. 281, and shall nat neces- 
sarily be considered a precedent for language in subsequent legislation. 


Description oF Burns CREEK Dam, RESERVOIR, AND POWERPLANT, 
PALISADES ProJect, IDAHO 


_ The Burns Creek development would be located on the Snake River 
in Bonneville County, Idaho, about 30 miles downstream from the 
alisades Dam of the Bureau of Reclamation. It would be integrated 
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electrically, hydraulically, and financially with the existing Palisades | Existi 


project. chargé 
The prime purpose is reregulation of releases from the Palisades currer 
Reservoir to prevent undesirable fluctuations in river stages and thus | water 
would result in more efficient use of the Palisades project. Atgite | would 
power production, holdover storage for irrigation, recreation, and the year | 
preservation and propagation of fish and wildlife are other purposes per a 
of the Burns Creek development. the $ 
The proposed plan is to construct a 176-foot-high rolled earth-filled repaic 
dam to form a 234,000 acre-foot reservoir. In addition to use of Appli 
reservoir capacity to reregulate Palisades releases and maintian power quant 
head for the proposed 90,000-kilowatt powerplant, 100,000 acre-feet | Creek 
of capacity will be available for long-term holdover irrigation storage To! 
purposes. Under agreement entered into when contracts for repay. would 
ment of irrigation costs of the Palisades project were negotiated Burns 
additional storage on the upper Snake River for irrigation PUFposes Palise 
such as that provided in Burns Creek will be accorded equal priority obtat 
rights to that contained in Palisades Reservoir. . In ad 
The most effective use of both the Palisades and Burns Creek , °UMU 
developments would be obtained through their combined operation, erato! 
Without downstream regulation, for instance, the operation of Pali. Bu 
sades powerplant would be limited by restrictions on streamflow intere 
fluctuations below Palisades Dam. The integrated or combined base 
operation would permit the prime power output from the Palisades Rive 
powerplant alone to be more than doubled. comp 
The estimated construction cost based on January 1959 prices is other 
$45,430,000. Except for $49,000, which is the estimated cost of have 
minimum basic recreation facilities and is considered nonreimbursable, that 
the entire cost of the Burns Creek development is allocated to power devel 
and irrigation. These allocations are, respectively, $44,532,000 and At 
$849,000. wr 
Provision for fish and wildlife is another purpose of the develop- Burn 
ment. Studies will be continued in respect to this function in ae- 1.0, 
cordance with recommendations of the Federal Fish and Wildlife Pran 
Service. Costs that might be incurred as a result of such studies | Com 
would be considered as nonreimbursable. Inasi 
Based on the cost allocation, on integrated operation and pooling Cree 
of power revenues, and on installation of generators to meet loads of — 
preference customers, the Burns Creek and Palisades commercial ratio 


power allocations, including interest during construction, would be 
repaid with 3 percent interest in the 52d vear of the Palisades repay- 
ment period, which is the 44th year after the first Burns Creek genera- 
tor goes on the line. 

The 100,000 acre-feet of irrigation storage would be utilized princ- 





pally as long-term holdover storage. It would, in effect, provide Irrigat 
insurance water to be used only during periods of extreme drought as en 
occurred during the early 1930’s. It would be contracted for a used Flood 
on the same lands (650,000 irrigated acres along the Snake River . 
extending in a strip upstream from Bliss, Idaho) as would the Pali- | | 
sades irrigation water and, as previously mentioned, would have 4 at 
storage. right of equal priority with that held for the Palisades 
Reservoir. eek 
As a result of these similarities, it was concluded that Burns Creek Total 


water would be sold under the same terms as would Palisades water. — 
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Existing contracts for Palisades water will probably require a total 
charge of $7.75 an acre-foot of irrigation storage space based on 
current cost estimates. On this basis, the total repayment by the 
water users for the use of 100,000 acre-feet of Burns Creek storage 
would be $775,000, and this amount would be collected over a 40- 
year period. ‘This is equivalent to an annual charge of about $5.50 
ner acre-foot of water actually used. The remainder ($74,000) of 
the $849,000 reimbursable cost allocated to irrigation would be 
repaid after payout of power features from net surplus power revenues. 
Applications have been made by the irrigators for a much greater 
quantity of storage space than would be made available by Burns 
Creek Reservoir. 

Total payout of the combined Palisades-Burns Creck development 
would be completed in the 50th year of the full operation of the 
Burns Creek powerplant or the 62d year of full operation of the 
Palisades powerplant. This would include all aid to irrigation to be 
obtained from the surplus power revenues of both developments. 
In addition, an earned surplus of about $1,998,000 would have ac- 
cumulated during the 50-year period after the last Burns Creek gen- 
erators are put on the line. 

Burns Creek has been planned in close cooperation with the local 
interests. This development would so greatly expand the operating 
base of the Palisades project that all segments of the upper Snake 
River Basin would benefit. Representatives of all irrigation canal 
companies, municipalities including Rupert and Idaho Falls, and 
other urban interests have strongly endorsed the project. They 
have in various ways expressed their approval as they recognize 
that the proposed plan would be another step in the comprehensive 
development of the available water resources for the benefit of all. 

At the time of preparation of the regional director’s report, which 
was based on January 1956 prices, the benefit-cost ratios for the 
Burns Creek development were estimated at 1.48 to 1.0 and 1.26 to 
1.0, respectively, for 100- and 50-year periods of analysis. Since 
power benefits are measured by the alternate cost of producing 
comparable power and energy, benefits will vary directly with costs. 
Inasmuch as there has been a small increase. in the cost of Burns 
Creek since 1956. it is reasonable to assume that the penefits will 
increase also by about the same percentage and that the benefit-cost 
ratios will not change to any appreciable extent. 

Reservoir in upper Snake River Valley, Idaho—Financial integration 
COST ALLOCATIONS 





Palisades Burns Creek | Combined 

ain cha ee hail ecdeee ii } Lis 3 
Irrigation_. | $18, 868, 000 | $849,000 | $19, 717, 000 
Commereial electric plant 11, 821, 240 44, 532, 000 56, 353, 240 
Irrigation electric plant 8, 214, 760 0 8, 214, 780 
Flood control ’ 22, 456, 000 0 22, 456, 000 
Fish and wildlife, recreation fot 640, 000 49, 000 689, 000 

mes). Sessa a3 ‘ bad | 62,000, 000 45, 430, 000 107, 430, 000 


eect i - li 


COST PER KILOWATT INSTALLED 





Commercial electric plant cost $104 $495 $27! 
Total cost. ______ ; ; 544 505 527 
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Reservoir in upper Snake River Valley, Idaho—Financial integration-—Continued 


REVENUE 

— $$ $$ $——$—$—$————— eee 

Palisades. 
Palisades | Burns Creek 

combined 
pies aah 
ee COS Ur FOU istic ei bie ic ceded ndcdtaddindiboccnbstiesetncnahes $1, 970, 000 $3, 667, 009 
SSS 

Years 
a 
After wale came comple. 
tion of tion of 
Palisades | Burns Creek! 
sicmeaiana asa emevessil 
Palisades-Burns Creek combined payout: 

a eae cesaeedubcuienmenaas 52 rt) 
Total cost, Including irrigation subsidy..........................2-2.--<< 62 50 





1 After last 2 Burns Creek generators are installed. The years would be, respectively, 44 and 54 after the 
first generator is installed. 


NOTE.—98 percent of costs to be repaid. 


Complete payout of commercial electric plant costs will be achieved 
in 52 years after the last Palisades unit goes on the line and all reim- 
bursable costs, including irrigation subsidy, will be returned in the 
62d year. All of the $45,430,000 of Burns Creek cost exc ept the 
$49,000 allocated to fish, wildlife, and recreation will be returned to 
the Treasury. Of this amount $44,532,000, or 98 percent, will be 
repaid with interest. Water users will pay $775,000 of the $849,000 
allocated to irrigation and power revenues will pick up the balance of 
$74,000. 

3ACKGROUND OF LEGISLATION 


The Burns Creek Dam, powerplant, and reservoir are proposed as 
supplemental works of the Palisades project in Idaho, under section 
9(a) of the Reclamation Project Act of 1939. As such, the report to 
the Commissioner of Reclamation from his regional director, adopted 
as a part of the report of the Secretary of the Interior to the Congress, 
calls for a project integrated hydraulically, electrically, and financially 
with the Palisades project, now fully operating. 

The report to the Commissioner of Reclamation referred to was 
submitted in March 1956. The Secretary of the Interior transmitted 
his report to Congress in 1957, and two bills to authorize the project, 
S. 145 and S. 2089, were referred to the Senate Interior and Insular 
Affairs Committee in the 85th Congress. The Irrigation and Recla- 
mation Subcommittee held hearings on these bills on May 22; 1957, 
and this committee reported favorably on S. 2757, a fresh bill, on Au- 
gust 13, 1957. The bill passed the Senate on August 20, 1957, with- 
out objection. 

The hobiaaes on S. 281 by the Irrigation and Reclamation Subcon- 
mittee, held on March 16 and May 11, 1959, incorporated the 1957 
hearings by reference, and the chairman in making reference to these 


earlier hearings asked the witnesses to confine the presentations to 
new material. 
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FavoraBLe Reports From DreparTMENT AND BUREAU OF THE 
BuDGET 


The committee’s action is taken on the basis of the information 
developed at the hearings on S. 145 and S. 2089 in 1957, and on S. 281 
in 1959, and on the favorable reports of the Department of the Interior 
submitted without objection from the Bureau of the Budget as well as 
other supporting data. 


CONCLUSIONS OF THE COMMITTEE 


On the basis of all considerations, the committee concludes that— 

(1) The Burns Creek Dam, powerplant, and reservoir, Palisades 
project, Idaho, is a sound and economically feasible expansion of the 
Palisades project previously authorized, constructed, and in opera- 
tion. ; 

(2) A single-purpose regulatory reservoir would not fully develop 
the site and would not be in accord with comprehensive multiple- 
purpose water resources and reclamation development. 

(3) The holdover irrigation storage provided in the plans for the 
project represent a critically important reclamation benefit. 

(4) The Burns Creek project would not infringe on the established 
load pattern and normal growth thereof of the Utah Power & Light 
Co. 

(5) Irrigation pumping served by preference customers of the Bu- 
reau of Reclamation develops lands at economic rates, which lands 
could not be developed by pumping relying on thermally generated 
power. 

(6) Growth in demand for electric energy in southern Idaho will 
fully utilize both projected additional power from Burns Creek and 
projected additional power from coal- and oil-fired steamplants. 

(7) The Burns Creek development is approved virtually unani- 
mously by water users in the area served by Palisades. 


CONTENTIONS OF THE ADVERSE WITNESSES 
UTAH POWER & LIGHT CO. 
The Utah Power & Light Co. gave testimony in opposition to 


Burns Creek in the 1957 hearings. This position was renewed in the 
1959 hearings. 


CONFLICTING CONTENTIONS ANALYZED 


The committee has had analyzed the various contentions of the 
Utah Power & Light Co., together with the opposing contentions, as 
presented by the Bureau of Reclamation. These are presented in 
tabular form as follows: 


51710 O—60 2 
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Burns Creex Dam, RESERVOIR, AND POWERPLANT, PALISADES PROJECT, Ipago 


Summary analysis from 1959 hearings 


NE 


Issue 


Need for Burns Creek 
development 


Justification of project...| 





Utah Power & Light position 


Development is not needed or desired 
because (1) river regulation is not 
necessary; (2) power which would 
be generated is not needed in area. 

If something must be built, it should 
be no more than an approximate 
17,000 acre-foot reregulatory reser- 
voir. 


There is no sound justification for this 
$50,000,000 project. 

An interest rate of 3 percent and a 
period of 50 years should be utilized 
in benefit-cost calculations. 

Firm power is only 17,000 plus kilo- 
watts; thus the 60,000-kilowatt 
amount used in benefit calculations 
is incorrect. 

The benefit-cost ratio calculated on 
above basis would be only 1.06 to 1.0. 

Irrigation benefits are very minor and 
98 percent of the project costs is 
allocated to power. 


Bureau of Reclamation position 








i 


The development is needed and would 
be a desirable addition to the e 
Palisades project. The reregulatign 
would — greater peaking canao. 
ity at the Palisades powerplant, and 
still maintain smooth flowsoftheriver 
which would be advantageous as far 
as fish and wildlife and as far as irr). 
gation diversions are concerned, 
Burns Creek Reservoir would Pro 
vide space for 100,000 acre-feet of long. 
term irrigation storage. The need for 
this storage was verified by Mr. Lynn 
Crandall in his testimony to the ef. 
fect that he had applications {or 

| greater amount of space than would 

| be made available. On June 6, 1959, 
the Committee of Nine representing 
all irrigation districts on upper Snake 
River reaffirmed support for Burns 
Creek by passing resolution. As far 
as power is concerned, our studies 
show that the future needs of prefer. 
ence customers alone could absorb the 
Burns Creek output. Also, Federaj 
Power Commission pointed out the 
desirability of a Palisades rereguls. 
tory reservoir at the time that agency 
reviewed the Palisades project plan- 
ning report back in 1950. Burns 
Creek Reservoir would also have im- 
portant recreational aspects. 

A single-purpose reregulatory reservoir 

| would not fully develop the site and 
thus would not be in accord with the 
policy of comprehensive multiple 
purpose water resource development, 

Our total cost estimate based on Jan- 
uary 1959 prices and including inter. 
est during construction is approxt- 
mately $48,543,000. In accordance 
with custom a 2%-percent interest 
rate and a period of 100 years were 
used in calculating the benefit cost 
ratio. On this basis the ratio would 
be about as shown in the planning 
report, 1.4to1.0. The interest rateis 
set by the Bureau of the Budget. 
Based upon 3 percent and 50 years, as 
suggested by Utah Power & Light,a 
recent calculation shows the benefit. 
cost ratio to be 1.14.to 1. Ifa 2% 
percent interest rate and 50-year 
period were used, the ratio would be 
1.26 to 1. These ratios clearly dem- 
onstrate that the proposed develop- 
ment is economically justified. 

The use of 60,000 kilowatts in the 
calculation of power benefits is cor- 
rect. The report is wrong in that it 
tags the name “firm capcity” to 
these kilowatts. Actually the 60,000 
kilowatts should have been called 
annual dependable capacity. 

It is agreed that 98 percent of project is 
allocated to power. However, irri- 
gation storage is important to the 
water users, and, again, refer to 
testimony of Mr. Lynn Crandall, 
who indicated the strong desire on 

art of the irrigators to secure this 
ong-term storage. 
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Summary analysis from 1959 hearings—Continued 





—_ meuiensnnastasin coe a — ee a 


| 


Issue Utah Power & Light position | Bureau of Reclamation position 


a 

Su planting power of If Burns Creek is constructed, the Burns Creek would result in very little 

Pish Power & Light. | power and energy would displace if any infringement on Utah Power 

| power and energy that might be sold & Light’s future load. Studies show 

| by Utah Power & Light Co. If| that the growth of existing pref- 

Burns Creek is constructed, output erence customer loads wil! be more 

of the proposed Kemmerer, Wyo., than ample to obsorb Burns Creek 

steam powerplant would have to be output. Also, much of Burns Creek 

reduced. energy would be sold outside of 

the Utah Power & Light territory. 

An important point is that of 

| 447,000,000 kilowatt-hour increase in 

| energy, as the result of adding Burns 

Creek, a good percentage would be 

| for irrigation pumping. This would 

be available to irrigators with higher 

pump lifts who could not afford to 

| | pump with steam-generated energy 
because of its high cost. 

While the construction of Burns Creek} There is a serious question as to just 


Coal problem in Wyo- 


ming. would not defer construction of the | how much Burns Creek would in- 
Kemmerer, Wyo., steam plant, it | fringe upon loads to be supplied by 

would require the operation of the the Kemmerer steam plant as in- 

steam plant as a reduced level ini- dicated by statement immediately 

tially. Less coal would be required. above. It is felt that Burns Creek 

| Thus, Burns Creek would .be detri- would have relatively little effect 

mental to the economy in W yoming. on Utah Power & Light’s customers. 


Regional Director Nelson testified 
that in his opinion loads were grow- 
| | ing at a rate great enough to absorb 
both the output of Burns Creek and 
the steam plant. Mr. Nelson also 
expressed the opinion that if Burns 
Creek were not built, preference 
customers would not necessarily seek 
power from Utah Power & Light but 
srobably would have energy wheeled 
in from hydro sources from the west, 
or in some cases reactivate and ex- 
| pand their own plants.! 


Repayment... .........-- The combined Palisades-Burns Creek | Burns Creek was investigated, de- 
payout studies should be based on |_ signed, and calculated on the basis 
repayment of all Palisades costs | that it would be integrated hydrau- 


including irrigation subsidy before 


lically, electrically, and financially 
repayment of Burns Creek costs. 


with the present Palisades project 


Standing alone Burns Creek would On this basis, and following cus- 
not generate enough revenue to pay | tomary procedure used on other rec- 

3 percent interest on the interest- lamation developments, project rev- 
bearing investment. Burns Creek | enues are used first to repay interest- 

is an uneconomical project, with a | bearing costs and last to repay irriga- 

| cost of $516 per kilowatt as compared tion charges which do not carry 
to $269 for Palisades. interest. This appears to be the way 

| Adding Burns Creek to Palisades any business would operate in regard 
would require extension of repay- to its financial obligations. (There 
ment period for irrigation costs was considerable misunderstanding 
allocated to be repaid from Pal- concerning the average rate and re- 
isades power revenues. This is payment studies for the Palisades- 
contrary to Public Law 864, 8ist Burns Creek combination. How- 
Cong., and is considered illegal. ever, on the basis that interest-bear- 


ing debts would be repaid first, both 
Utah Power & Light and Reclama- 
tion are now in close agreement on 
lengths of the varions repayment 
periods.) 

Studies show that Burns Creek is an 
economical development and that, 
ifconsidered on an incremental basis, 
energy could be sold to repay the 
commercial power investment at 3 
percent interest at a price less than 

comparable energy from the cheapest 

| | alternative source of supply. 
Interior Department attorneys have 
carefully reviewed the proposed re- 
| payment for the Palisades-Burns 

Creek combination and do not ques- 

| tion its legality. 


onan comment does not reflect the committee amendment to sec. 1, line 15, which was added subse- 
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Surplus power revenues..| Without Burns Creek in the year 2016 


Issue 
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Summary analysis from 1959 hearings—Continued 


Utah Power & Light position 


surplus power revenues in the 
amount of $30,342,000 would accu- 
mulate from the Palisades power- 


is 
Bureau of Reclamation position 


|—_—__—__—_—___——_—___—————_____, 


Studies show that Utah Power & 
calculations are essentially 
Our average rate and repaymen 





studies show a surplus under 
combined Palisades-Burns Creek sys. 
tem of $1,998,000 by the year 219 
However, the combined annual net 
power revenues with Burns Cree 
are approximately $2,295,000, com. 
pared to about $1,148,000 for Pal 
alone. Thus, after repayment of 
| combined project, the surplus rev. 
| @nues would accumulate at a 
rate and in a period of time would 
| equal and then surpass the 
| power revenues from Palisades alone 
| (In the year 2046 surplus revenny 
from both systems would be equal tp 
| bout $65,570,000 each.) 


plant. With Burns Creek added 
these revenues would amount to | 
$1,148,000. 








i: 


The committee concludes that the Bureau of Reclamation position, 
as summarized above, is sound and supported in the testimony at the 
hearings. 

WYOMING COAL INTERESTS 


Testimony was received also from the mayor of Kemmerer, Wyo, 
and the president of the Kemmerer Coal Co., and statements were 
received from officials of the United Mineworkers, District 22, Utah 
and Wyoming. 

The burden of this testimony was that development of Burns Creek 
Dam powerplant would adversely affect the plans of the Utah Power 
& Light Co. to construct a steam generating plant at Kemmerer, Wyo, 

The committee appreciates the interest and concern of this area, 
where unemployment in the mines is high, and where assured produe- 
tion would be a great boon. 

The committee concluded that S. 281 should be amended to protect 
against premature development of Burns Creek power, and against the 
application of criteria other than that to serve preference customers 
in determining the need for additional power from the Federal facility. 

Additionally, however, the committee elicited from the Utah Power 
& Light Co. unequivocal assurances that its plans to construct the 

lant at Kemmerer were firm, and not subject to delay or cancellation 
Saou upon congressional authorization of the Burns Creek project. 


DEMANDS OF PREFERENCE CUSTOMERS 


The committee secured additional studies as to the demands of the 
peereentes customers. The original needs of these customers were met 
rom Federal power at a time when privately generated power did not 
provide service to rural customers. The rural customers and munici- 
palities have, in the committee’s view, properly looked to the Federal 
system’s full capability to serve their load growths. All the dats 
show that Burns Creek power will be fully utilized without infringe- 
ment upon the private power company’s nonpreference market. | 

The committee secured a Bureau of Reclamation schedule showing 
that the first generator on Burns Creek would go on the line in 1968, 
2 years after the Kemmerer plant is scheduled for operation, and that 
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the final two generators would go on the line in 1969, 6 years later 
than the Kemmerer plant. This will, in the committee’s view, allow 
the private company’s customer pattern to become established. 

The data furnished the committee show that Burns Creek power 
will serve a substantial irrigation pumping load, at a cost of $4.60 per 
acre, as compared to $10.40 per acre at rates of the Utah Power & 
Light Co. This land, in the view of the committee, cannot be economi- 
val served with irrigation pumping at the higher rate. Therefore, 
failure to develop Burns Creek will not result in diverting this market 
to thermal sources. Instead, it must either be served at comparable 
rates only possible from hydroelectric sources elsewhere, as from 
other Federal developments in the Pacific Northwest, or the land can- 
not be irrigated economically. 


INFORMATION AS TO PREFERENCE CusTOMER DEMANDS 


The following information is furnished with respect to prospective 
customer demands from preference customers for Burns Creek power 
with the requirements exceeding the 90,000-kilowatt installation at the 
proposed development. 


U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
Bureau or RECLAMATION, 
Washington, D.C., May 29, 1959. 
Hon. Cuinton P. ANDERSON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs, U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Dear SENATOR ANDERSON: In accordance with phone request from 

our staff we are pleased to enclose the following information concern- 
ing probable customers for power from Burns Creek Dam, Reservoir, 
and powerplant, Palisades project, Idaho. 

1. List of requests for power from preference customers. The first 

age of the enclosure is printed on page 50 of Senate hearings on S. 145 
and S. 2089, 85th Congress, May 22, 1957. The second page is addi- 
tional information on the subject matter to bring it up to date. 

2. Graph showing expected Bureau of Reclamation commercial load 
growth in southern Idaho and anticipated sources of supply.! 

3. Tabulation of requirements of existing Bureau o Reslaifiation 
power contracts in southern Idaho and actual power used in recent 
years. 

Enclosure 1 clearly demonstrates that the future requirements of the 
 ahgari customers are greater than the generation to be obtained 

y adding Burns Creek to the system. 

A study of the tabulation, item 3, shows that at the present time 
some of the preference customers are using amounts of power greater 
than their contracts call for. 

_ All three items above have been presented previously to the Congress 
In conjunction with the Burns Creek hearings. They are transmitted 
now for your convenient reference. 

Sincerely yours, 


F.Loyp E. Dominy, Commissioner. 
eee 
1 The h is in the committee files. 
Tabulation appears on p. 90 of hemings on May 11, 1959. 
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Requests for power from Burns Creek development 





rr) 
| Letter date Kilowatts 
| requested 
————E a a = -_— rea: sbawcinainputigjiiend, 
Separate requests: } 
City of Burley, Idaho. Mar. 7, 1955 1 10, 000 
Fall River Electric C oope rative, Inc., Ashton, Idaho | Apr. 20, 1955 3, 000 
Village of Heyburn, Idaho-_____- : --| Apr. 9, 1955_ - 2, 000 
City of Idaho Falls, Idaho_.._- Nov. 8, 1956 | (2) 
Raft River Electric Cooperative, Inc., Malta, Idaho Nov. 9, 1956 20, 000 
Lost River Electric Cooperative, Inc., Mackay, 
Idaho Apr. 27, 1955_ _. | 
fone River Electric Cooperative, Inc., Challis, H 4, 000 
Idaho do J 
City of Rupert, Idaho- | May 10, 1955_- | 1 5, 000 
Westside Electric Irrigation Cooperative, Inc., Idaho | 
Falls, Idaho__. June 29, 1955, and 3 30, 000 
| Mar. 6, 1956. 
Subtotal | 74, 000 
= - —_ = | == —=—— 


Additional requests for Burns Creek power made in pub- | 
lic meeting called by Burley Chamber of Commerce | | 
Apr. 25, 1957, in Burley, Idaho;* | 

Village of Albion, Idaho | | 350 

Paul Electric Co., Paul, Idaho : 340 


The Unity Light & Power Co , Burley, Idaho 1, 700 
Rural Electric Co., Rupert, Idaho. 4 2, 000 
Walcott Electric Co., Rupert, Idaho duce | 300 
Village of Heyburn, Idaho-_-. 48,000 
South Side Electric Lines, Inc., Burley, Idaho 500 
Riverside Electric Co <manert4 Idaho. , = | 500 
City of Rupert, Idaho. 4 : * 9, 000 

Gaperen. sos. te ea a sek aes 22, 690 

Total ' ; ‘ | 96, 690 





! Amount requested in excess of present contract 

2 Not stated. City of Idaho Falls has indicated in letter to Governor of Idaho Nov. 8, 1956, 
that at present rate of growth of city load, Palisades power will be insufficient within 5 years. 

3 Not presently served under contract with the Unites States. 

‘ Estimated requirements stated in meeting totaled 50,000 kilowatts. Duplications of 
above list have been omitted. 


Subsequent to the compilation of the above list the Snake 
River Power Association, Inc. (comprised of some of the 
above-listed power distributors), submitted a petition in May 
1958 which includes the following requests: 

A formal application for all remaining firm power avail- 
able from the federally owned generating plants in southern 
Idaho. 

2. A formal application for the purchase of 15,000 kilo- 
watts of high-grade secondary power. 

In support of the petition the following load estimates 
were started in the preamble: 





: eh aula 
Average | Energy pur- | 
chased in 1956 Estimated Estimated 





yearly per- | 
3 cent increase | (1,000 kilo- | needs in 1962/ needs in 1967 

during 10- watt hours) | 

| year period | 
Th rt | hel Tig 
a 2 7 ee oe 37.3 | 20, 557 | 47,219 | 63, 848 
Lost River REA sttees 37.1 16, 356 | 30, 607 37, 957 
Fall River REA... .......-.. } 24. 2 | 6, 737 10, 535 | 13, 876 


Lower Valley REA , 6, 696 21, 065 30, 120 


iy 
hear! 
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Excerpts From Testimony or Expert WITNESSES 


The following excerpts from the testimony of two witnesses at the 
hearing on May 11 were ordered incorporated in the reports in support 
of the committee’s conclusions: 


EXCERPT FROM TESTIMONY OF LYNN CRANDALL, LONGTIME 
WATERMASTER OF THE SNAKE RIVER, AT HEARING ON 
MAY 11, 1959, BEFORE SUBCOMMITTEE ON IRRIGATION AND 
RECLAMATION 


* * * They (the water users) feel that the development 
of the water resources is the essential thing and not a conflict 
over this power matter. They have been used to controver- 
sies for years and they found by experience that to get things 
done it is necessary to reach some compromise and agreement, 
and I am sure they would have no objection if the suggestion 
was followed out that was made by Mr. Nelson that the 
authorization bill provide perhaps for the construction of 
foundations for these three units, but that initially only one 
of these units would be installed and perhaps the bill might 
specify that two additional units would be installed, say 
at intervals of 1 year apart, which instead of putting the 
whole 90,000 kilowatts into the market in one year would 
put it in only at the rate of 30,000 kilowatts per year, which 
could easily be absorbed in the annual growth. 

* x * = * 


* * * T think that way this development could be inte- 
grated into the system without having an effect on this coal 
plant over in Wyoming at all. 


+ 7 . * * 


Senator Cuurcn. You are very closely acquainted with 
the various irrigation districts in southern Idaho and in the 
southern portion of the State that would be affected by this 
project; are you not? 

Mr. CRANDALL. Yes. 

Senator Cuurcu. Is it not so that this project has the 
support and endorsement of the water irrigation districts in 
the area? 

Mr. CranDALL. It was first proposed to them and the 
details were submitted by the Bureau of Reclamation 
several years ago at a meeting at Idaho Falls where they were 
unanimously approved. At the annual meeting of the water 
users of the entire district in 1958 in March they were 
unanimously approved and this last March of this year they 
again for the third time unanimously approved this proposed 
project of the Bureau of Reclamation. They have been 
dealing for 50 years with the development of storage projects 
on the Snake River. There is Lake Walcott, and Jackson 
Lake, Island Park, Grassy Lake, American Falls, and 
Palisades. They have seen those projects all work out and 
pay out and they have paid back the entire costs on some of 
them already, and they are prepared to accept these figures 
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and estimates and calculations by the Bureau because the 
know that they have been made after the mast thorough 
study and this long experience has given them great 
confidence in them. 

Senator Cuurcu. I might say, Mr. Chairman, that in my 
experience in the State of Idaho frequently the construction 
of a given dam has given rise to a great deal of bitter contro- 
versy between Idaho groups, between water users, and power 
users, and business groups, and various others that are 
affected in different ways. 

This project has been blessed with what approaches general 
endorsement and support from all the different Idaho groups, 
which is an unusual mark for a Government dam. 

* * * * & 


EXCERPTS FROM TESTIMONY OF HAROLD T. NELSON, REGIONAL 
DIRECTOR, BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, BOISE, IDAHO, AT 
HEARING ON MAY 11, 1959, BEFORE SUBCOMMITTEE ON IRRI- 
GATION AND RECLAMATION 


* * * and as a matter of fact the Federal Power Com- 
mission in commenting on the very first Palisades report 
called our attention to the fact that here was a traditional 
opportunity for reregulation because of the installed capac- 
ity at Palisades which could be used for peaking purposes, 
So a part of the output of the equipped system will originate 
at Palisades itself, and because of the fact that the market 
was not apparent at that time—that is, there had not been 
the great development of underground pumping in those 
days—the reregulating reservoir was not incorporated in the 
original Palisades project. I would say now that there are 
three 30,000 kilowatt units proposed for Burns Creek and 
certainly the Bureau would not be a party to putting units 
on the line without a market. I recall that Coulee Dam was 
laid out that way and Chief Joseph Dam with space for the 
unit in the powerhouse and units were added as the market 
developed, and our projections are that the market will be 
there by the time we are ready to install them, but, nonethe- 
less, the Burns Creek reregulating proposal was held back 
until our own existing contracts indicated that we were out 
(of power). 

Senator Cuurcu. In other words, even if your anticipation 
based upon the past growth patterns of these customers 
proves to be wrong, you are still in a position where vou need 
not install more generators at Burns Creek than the actual 
market would justify at the time of installation? 

Mr. Ne son. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Cuurcn. So that at no time need you invade the 
market of the Utah Power & Light Co. by putting surplus 
power into the area above the demands of your existing 
customers? 

Mr. Netson. That is certainly my feeling and I feel that 
the past performance record and reputation of the Bureau in 
the Northwest is pretty much along those lines. I saw 4 
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report once where the last generator on Coulee wouldn’t be 
needed until 1965, and we couldn’t get them on the line fast 
enough. 


* x « * 
NEW REPAYMENT StTupy 


In response to a request from Senator Church, the Bureau of 
Reclamation made a new repayment study of the Burns Creek project 
on the basis of deferring installation of generators to meet anticipated 
load growth of preference customers. The reply is incorporated in 
this report for the information of the Senate. 

The reply is as follows: 


U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
BuREAU OF RECLAMATION, 


Washington, D.C., June 12, 1959. 
Hon. FRANK CHURCH, 


U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DrearR SENATOR CuurRcH: We have made a new repayment study 
of the proposed Burns Creek development on the basis of deferring 
the installation of generators to meet anticipated load growth of 
preference customers. This would be in accord with the last sentence 
of section 1 of Committee Print No. 2 of June 1, 1959, on S. 281. We 
are pleased to provide you herein a summary of the results of this 
study. 

The estimated load growth of Bureau of Reclamation commercial 
loads in south Idaho was discussed during the recent Senate hearings, 
and the load growth curve is printed on page 98 of the hearings on 
S. 281, March 16 and May 11, 1959. That curve shows that presently 
available Federal power is fully utilized and that additional loads up to 
1965 were to be met by integration with the Idaho Power Co. After 
that date Burns Creek was to come on the line to meet future load 
growth. 

The proposed contract with the Idaho Power Co. to obtain 30,000 
kilowatts of power is agreeable to both the power company and the 
Department of the Interior. At the request of Senator Murray, 
execution of the contract has been held in abeyance. Execution of 
this contract will not affect the feasibility of Burns Creek. 

Assuming the contract is executed, and based upon the proposed 
amendment, the first Burns Creek generator would be installed by the 
end of fiscal year 1965. To meet further load growth, it is contem- 
plated that the remaining two of the three 30,000-kilowatt Burns 
Creek generators would be installed by the end of fiscal year 1969. 

On the basis of the deferred installation of the generators, the re- 
payment study of the Palisades-Burns Creek combination shows that 
the repayment period for total costs would be extended 4 years, to 
fiscal year 2019, from that shown in the study based on all generators 
being installed in 1 year. There is enclosed a tabulation comparing 
repayments under the two different procedures. 

As shown in the tabulation, the commercial power allocation, under 
deferred generator installation, would be repaid with interest in the 
52d and 44th year, respectively, of the Palisades and Burns Creek 
repayment periods. Total costs including irrigation assistance would 
€ repaid in the 50th year after the last two Burns Creek generators 
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are installed. We concluded that Burns Creek would be a feasible 
development on either basis of generator installation. 

The question of use of natural gas for irrigation pumping in south. 
ern Idaho has been raised. We have looked into this and are enelos. 
ing for your information a “Statement on Use and Effect on Burns 
Creek Generation of Natural Gas for Operation of Irrigation Pumps 
in Southern Idaho.’’' This statement concludes that pumping by 
gas, when all costs are considered, generally would be more expensive: 
therefore, it is not probable that gas would be competitive to electric 
power from Burns Creek, and no appreciable effect on use of Burns 
Creek generation is anticipated. 

Sincerely yours, 
ALFRED R. Gouzp, 
Acting Commissioner, 


Palisades project-Burns Creek combined study, Bureau of Reclamation—Repayment 

















table 
i 
Amount | Total repay- Year of Pali- Year of Burns 
ment year sades payout | Creek payout 
| 
—E ———— — —_ | / : ee = - she 
Function | Deferred | | Deferred| | Deferred} Deferred| 
generator | Generators | genera- | Genera-| genera- | Genera-| genera- | Generg 
| installa- | not de- tor in- | tors not | torin- | tors not) tor in- | tors not 
tion | ferred Stalla- | deferred; stalla- | deferred | stalla- | deferred 
| tion | tion tion | 
———_— —_ —__-—- —- —-—— -~--—-—-— Siecle lettres duis tiene guint tinnibind - - ~ se — — 
Commercial power ! $60, 496, 462 |$60, 723,462 | 2009 2005 52 48 44 | « 
Irrigation power. -- 28, 214,760 | 28,214,760 | 2013 2009 | 56 | 52 48 | 4 
Irrigation. .....--- 324, 065, 600 |3 24,065,600 | 42019 2015 62 58 4 54 | 5) 


| | | | | 





! Commercial power repaid with 3-percent interest. 

2? Repaid using surplus power revenues. 

8’ Includes Palisades allocation of $19,717,000 plus $4,348,600 in assistance to irrigation on Michaud Flats 
project and Michaud division of the Fort Hall Indian project, Of the total amount, $10,075,000 is repaid 
by irrigators and $13,990,000 from surplus power revenues 

4 2019 is 50 years after the last 2 Burns Creek generators are installed. 


ADDITIONAL SUPPORTING INFORMATION 


The attached minutes of a meeting of Committee of Nine of Snake 
River Water Users, Idaho Falls, June 6, 1959, endorse S. 281, the 
Burns Creek bill, as amended. The minutes include a resolution 
which is included as reflecting the views of the Snake River water 
users. 


MINUTES OF MEETING OF COMMITTEE OF NINE OF SNAKE RIVER 
WATER USERS, IDAHO FALLS, IDAHO, JUNE 6, 1959, 1 P.M. 


Committee members present: Leonard Graham, chairman; 
J. H. Silbaugh, Al Peters, Leo Murdock, David W. Dick, 
Cy Young, Frank Redfield, C. N. Scoresby, Willis Walker. 
Advisory member Merle Tillery; former chairman N. V. 
Sharp, Lynn Crandall, Harold Nelson, Glenn Simmons, 
Henry Eagle, and several other water users. 

Lynn Crandall discussed the proposed Burns Creek bill as 
amended. He stated that the amendment worked out by 
Senators O’Mahoney and Church provided that the installa- 
tion of the power-generating facilities be scheduled by the 


1 The information as to natural gas phases is on file with the committee. 


Dep 
Dep 
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secretary on the basis of providing for the additional power 
requirements of preference customers rather than all facili- 
ties being installed at once. 

The meeting called today is for the purpose of obtaining 
an expression of opinion of the water users on the amended 
” bill. Mr. Crandall pointed out some of the benefits that 
Burns Creek will provide to all water users on Snake River. 
e; Burns Creek is the last site on Snake River in Idaho above 
Milner Dam where any irrigation storage can be made 
available. 

Mr. Nelson stated that the amendment to bill would in 
no way affect the provision that the power revenues from 
Palisades-Burns Creek would assume one-third of the annual 
costs of winter water savings at Minidoka now paid by water 
2 users. Demand for Government power is increasing faster 
| than can be taken care of by addition of Burns Creek. He 
-“ stated that the effect of the proposed amendment for delayed 
: installation of all the power units would not extend the 
power payout period more than 1 year. 

The following resolution was presented: 


0t “Resolution 
red 
“Whereas the Snake River water users at their two last 

« annual meetings have unanimously approved the Burns 
ql Creek project; and 
wr “Whereas at a recent meeting of the Senate Subcommittee 

on Irrigation and Reclamation of the Senate Interior Com- 
tats mittee certain amendments were added to the original bill 
ee S. 281: Now, therefore, be it 


“Resolved by the Committee of Nine, representing the Snaké 
River water users, That we approve the bill as amended and 
request the members of Idaho’s congressional delegation to 


; give the amended bill their full support.” 
Ke Moved by Silbaugh, seconded by Walker, that the resolu- 
he tion be adopted. Carried unanimously. 
re There was further discussion regarding opposition of power 


companies to Burns Creek and the 150-day shutoff of canals 
for winter water savings. 


Meeting adjourned at 2:30 p.m. 


CoMMUNICATIONS From Executive AGENCIES 


The following communications on S. 281 were received from the 
Department of the Interior, the Bureau of the Budget, and the 
Department of Agriculture: 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 


U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D.C., April 21, 1959. 
Hon. James E. Murray, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Dear SENATOR Murray: A report from this Department has bee, 
requested on S. 281, a bill to authorize the Secretary of the Interig 
to construct, operate, and maintain a reregulating reservoir and othe 
works at the Burns Creek site in the upper Snake River Valley 
Idaho, and for other purposes. . 

We recommend that the bill be enacted. A few minor amendment 
set out hereafter are also recommended. 

The Burns Creek Dam, Reservoir, and powerplant would be located 
on the Snake River in Bonneville County, Idaho, about 30 mils 
downstream from Palisades Dam. It would be integrated ele. 
trically, hydraulicelly, and financially with the existing Palisade 
reclamation project. Our planning report on this development, 
together with copies of the comments we have received from State 
and Federal agencies, has been transmitted to the President of the 
Senate and referred to your committee. 

The prime purpose of the Burns Creek development is reregulation 


of releases from Palisades. In addition, 100,000 acre-feet of its | 


234,000 acre-feet of reservoir capacity will be available for long-term 
holdover irrigation storage purposes, and a 90,000-kilowatt powerplant 
is proposed. The reregulation of Palisades releases will result in more 


efficient use of Palisades than is possible otherwise. Without down. | 


stream regulation, for instance, the operation of Palisades powerplant 
would be limited by restrictions on streamflow fluctuations below the 
dam. The integrated or combined operation of Burns Creek and 
Palisades will permit the prime power output from the Palisade 
powerplant alone to be more than doubled. 

The 100,000 acre-feet of irrigation storage will be utilized pri- 
cipally as long-term holdover storage. It will, in effect, provide in- 
surance water to be used during such periods of extreme drought a 
occurred during the early 1930’s. It is expected that it will be con- 
tracted for, and used on the same lands (650,000 irrigated acres along 
the Snake River extending in a strip upstream from Bliss, Idaho) as 
the Palisades irrigation water. In view of this, it seems to us that 
the requirement of the Interior Department Appropriation Act, 1954 
(67 Stat. 261, 266; 43 U.S.C. 390a), respecting land classification and 
soil survey could well be waived as section 5 of the bill would provide. 

The bill provides a 6-month preference to holders of storage rights 
in Palisades Reservoir for subscription to Burns Creek space. It also 
provides that ‘‘the Secretary may contract with any such organization 
on the basis of operating plans which, in accordance with contracts 
heretofore entered into between the United States and subscribers to 
Palisades capacity, treat the conservation capacity as having & prior 
ity equal to that of the irrigation capacity in Palisades Reservoir’ 
Typical of the contract provisions to which this passage refers is that 
in article 29(c) of the contract of January 7, 1955, with the Milne 
Low Lift Irrigation District: 
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“Tf the United States, under the Federal reclamation laws, here- 
after constructs storage facilities on the Snake River or its tributaries 
above Milner Dam in addition to those now constructed or author- 
ized to be constructed to provide water for irrigation purposes, the 
district hereby agrees that, notwithstanding the establishment of a 
storage right for such additional facilities with a priority subsequent 
to that assigned the Palisades Dam and Reservoir, the United States 
may hereafter contract with water users’ organizations which then 
have storage rights in Palisades Reservoir, to operate not to exceed 
300,000 acre-feet of such capacity for the storage of water for irriga- 
tion for the benefit of such organizations as though that capacity had 
a storage right of identical priority with that beld for Palisades Dam 
and Reservoir.” 

On the basis of present cost estimates, it is likely that construction 
charges for the use of Palisades space will be $7.75 per acre-foot. It is 
tentatively proposed that Burns Creek space be charged for at the 
same rate. On this casis, the total repayment by the water users for 
the use of 100,000 acre-feet of Burns Creek storage would be $775,000, 
repayable over a 40-year period. The remainder of the irrigation 
allocation can readily be returned from net power revenues. 

The total estimated cost of constructing the Burns Creek develop- 
ment, exclusive of fish and wildlife and recreation facilities, is about 
$45,430,000 on the basis of January 1959 prices. It is estimated 
that, combined with Palisades as the bill provides, costs allocated to 
commercial power could be repaid with interest well within a 50-year 
period. Irrigation costs assigned to the combination could be repaid 
in about 50 years after full operation of the Burns Creek powerplant 


begins 

, analysis of the Burns Creek development made during 
the feasibility investigation indicated that its primary benefits alone 
exceed total costs in the ratios of 1.48 to 1.0 and 1.26 to 1.0, based on 
periods of analysis of 100 and 50 years, respectively. These ratios 
using January 1959 price indexes might change but such changes 
would be only slight since benefits from power would increase in 
about the same relative magnitude as would costs. 

The bill would include as a project purpose the preservation and 
propagation of fish and wildlife, call for making reasonable provision 
in the Burns Creek development to achieve this purpose, provide 
for free public access to and use of the reservoir area for lawful hunting 
and fishing purposes, and provide for a minimum flow of water from 
the reservoir to benefit the fishlife downstream. These provisions 
conform to recommendations of the Fish and Wildlife Service which 
were adopted as an integral part of our project planning report. 

Two provisions of the bill are deserving of special comment. Sub- 
section (b) of section 4 would authorize the Secretary of the Interior 
to reduce by one-third certain contract obligations undertaken by 
urigation interests which serve to compensate the beneficiaries of the 
Minidoka powerplant for losses of power resulting from storage in 
Palisades Reservoir, and to charge the total amount of the reductions 
to Palisades power revenues. We estimate that this charge to project 
power operations would be about $5,000 annually. It is our under- 
standing that this provision is desired by local water user groups. 
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We make no objection to its inclusion in the authorizing legislation 
if the Congress should be inclined to adopt it, since it would esl no 
appreciable effect on the feasibility or payout of the project. 

Subsection (c) of section 4 would provide that construction of 
Burns Creek could not be commenced until 80 percent of its op. 
servation capacity has been subscribed and until negotiations haye 
been undertaken in accordance with section 4(b). We understand 
that this provision, too, is desired by local water user groups. While 
it is ordinarily not desirable to construct facilities the success of 
which depends upon water user repayments until repayment contracts 
have been entered into, it is the return from power that will ca 
the great bulk of the cost of Burns Creek. ‘The 100,000 acre-feet of 
long-term holdover irrigation water would be used only a few times 
during project payout. The relatively minor part of irrigation in this 
project will have little bearing upon the success of the project. How. 
ever, we anticipate that there will be no difficulty in meeting the re. 
quirements of section 4(c) and we offer no objection to it. 

We recommend that the bill be amended in the following respects: 
(1) substitute the words ‘in connection with” for the words ‘‘in the 
works of’ in line 15, page 3; (2) substitute the words “conservation 
and development”’ for the words “preservation and propagation” jn 
lines 8 and 9, page 1, and line 18, page 3; and (3) substitute the words 
“section 2 of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (48 Stat. 401, as 
amended; 16 U.S.C., secs. 661, 662)’ for the words “section 2 of the 
Act of August 14, 1946 (60 Stat. 1080, 16 U.S.C. 662)” in lines 16 and 
17, page 3. The first of these changes is suggested to clarify a possible 
ambiguity and the second and third to take cognizance of the recently 
enacted amendments of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination <Aet 
(Public Law 85-624, 85th Cong.). 

A statement of personnel and other requirements that enactment 
of S. 281 would entail is attached in accordance with the provisions 
of Public Law 801, 84th Congress. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there would be no 
objection to the submission of this report to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
Frep G. AANDAHL, 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 
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DepaRTMENT OF INTERIOR—Bit_ To AvtTHoRIze ConsTRUCTION OF BuRNS 
CREEK Prosect, IDAHO 


Estimated additional man-years of civilian employment and expenditures for the first 
5 years of proposed new expanded programs 








1959 | 1960 | 1961 | 1962 | 1963 
ee NT - 7 ———— seal ee as —_———|} _ 
ated additional man-years of civilian | | 
ment: 
ce dinistrative services and support: | | 
Clerical_-------------------- —- 4 8 8 g | . 
Property NINES ne cnumocedban hs 1 | 1 cs. ti oo 
Stenographer- --.------------- 1 1 | 1 1 ; 
Total, administrative services | | 
and support.--..-..--.-- — 5 10 10 10 . 
————YSS>S)| |-—SSa———S—S_ | = ea ee 
Substantive (program): | 
Engineering aids-_----.---- ‘ 5 10 13 | 13 | - 
Engineers. ...---------------------| 5 | 9 | 11 | 11 | 7 
Inspectors- - - - - a“ Se 6 9 9 | > 
Total, substantive--.- 10 25 33 33 | * 
Total, estimated additional man- | | 
years of civilian employment. . 15 35 43 | 43 34 
i additional expenditures: 
vet ersonal Services. ...------ $80,000 | $180,000 | $220,000 | $220, 000 $175, 000 
a e- -tonnn--- owen nn 20, 000 220,000 | 4,000,000 | 13, 600,000 | 17, 745, 000 
Total, estimated additional expendi- 
tures... ..---------------- ---- 100, 000 400, 000 4, 220, 000 | 13, 820, 000 17, 920, 000 


BUREAU OF THE BUDGET 


EXEcuTIvVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BuREAU OF THE BupGeET, 
Washington, D.C., April 20, 1959. 
Hon. James E. Murray, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

My Dear Mr. CuairMan: This is in reply to your letter of January 
19, 1959, requesting the views of the Bureau of the Budget on S. 281, 
a bill to authorize the Secretary of the Interior to construct, operate, 
and maintain a reregulating reservoir and other works at the Burns 
Creek site in the upper Snake River Valley, Idaho, and for other 
purposes. 

The bill would authorize construction of the Burns Creek Dam, 
Reservoir, and powerplant to provide reregulation of water releases 
from Palisades Reservoir, atsite power production with an initial 
capacity of 90,000 kilowatts, and irrigation holdover storage of 
100,000 acre-feet. The development would be integrated electrically, 
hydraulically, and financially with the Palisades project.. The total 
cost of the Burns Creek development is currently estimated at about 
$45,380,000, exclusive of fish and wildlife and recreation facilities. It 
is estimated that the water users would repay $775,000 for irrigation 
storage over a 40-year period. Anticipated power revenues are esti- 
mated to be sufficient to meet annual operation costs, repay with in- 
terest the total allocation to commercial power, and repay the balance 
of the irrigation allocation in less than 50 years of integrated operation 
with the Palisades project. 

The bill provides that costs allocated to fish and wildlife and re- 
creation shall be nonreimbursable. The Bureau of the Budget con- 





28 BURNS CREEK PROJECT, IDAHO 


siders that the costs of minimum basic recreational facilities should hy eclat 
treated as part of the overall project costs and allocated to the major a C 
purposes of the project subject to the cost-sharing or reimbursemen} other 
requirements applicable to such purposes. With respect to fish and | unde 
wildlife facilities, the provisions of the bill may be inconsistent With woul 
the provisions of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, as amended woul 
which require that the Secretary of the Interior shall determine thy Ur 
share of the costs of any fish and wildlife development work whic, 1948 
should be borne by non-Federal interests. Acgordingly, the Buregy Inter 
of the Budget would recommend that the bill be amended to delet that 
the last sentence of subsection 3(b). lands 
The Department of the Interior in a report it is submitting to you when 
committee recommends several -clarifying amendments to the bill recla: 
Subject to modification of the bill to incorporate the amendments a sat 
proposed by the Department of the Interior and the amendmen; Th 
recommended above, there would be no objection to enactment of the | 
S. 281. recla 
Sincerely yours, dupli 
Puiu S. Hucuss, Th 

Assistant Director for Legislative Reference. boun 

poses 

work 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE resou 

| cultu 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, This 

Washington, D.C., April 22, 1959. | such 

Hon. James E. Murray, natia 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, their 
U.S. Senate. | Th 
Dear SENATOR Murray: We would like to make a voluntary report | addit 
on S. 281, a bill to authorize the Secretary of the Interior to construct, chan 
operate, and maintain a reregulating reservoir and other works at “Pro 
the Burns Creek site in the upper Snake River Valley, Idaho, and for fores 
other purposes, because this bill would affect national forest lands Secre 
under the jurisdiction of this Department. with 
This Department has no objection to S. 281, but does object to furth, 
subsection 3(a), unless amended. Our position on this bill and the tion | 
amendment thereto as herein recommended are the same as those case 
expressed in our report of May 8, 1957, to you on S. 145, 85th Congress, tion 
a similar bill relating to the Burns Creek project. The amendment conts 
herein recommended was incorporated in 8S. 2757, which superseded of th 
S. 145 and passed the Senate on August 20, 1957. } curre 
Subsection 3(a) of S. 281 would authorize the Secretary of the Th 
{nterior, in connection with the Burns Creek development, to con- subm 


struct minimum basic public recreational facilities and to arrange for 
the operation and maintenance of the same by an appropriate State 
or local organization or agency. 

Some of the lands within the Burns Creek development are national 
forest lands withdrawn for reclamation purposes, and the authority | 
granted the Secretary of the Interior under subsection 3(a) of the bill 
would result in duplication of authority between the Departments 0 
the Interior and Agriculture, and would lead to confusion unles 
claritied. The Secretary of Agriculture now has authority to manage 
these national forest lands, so long as such use does not conflict with | 
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reclamation purposes, and is developing and administering them, 
not only with respect to recreation but also for timber, grazing, and 
other resources. ‘This Department is developing the national forests 
under a policy of integrated multiple use, whereas the authority that 
would be granted the Secretary of the Interior under this section 
would pertain only to recreation. 

Under a memorandum of understanding entered into in January 
1948, between the Bureau of Reclamation of the Department of the 
Interior and the Forest Service of this Department, it was agreed 
that the Forest Service would continue to administer national forest 
lands within a reclamation withdrawal for nonreclamation purposes 
whenever such lands were not in actual use in connection with any 
reclamation works. This memorandum of understanding has provided 
a satisfactory division of responsibility which should be continued. 

The Department of Agriculture believes that it should administer 
the recreational facilities on national forest lands withdrawn for 
reclamation purposes. It objects to legislation which would give 
duplicating authority in this respect to the Secretary of the Interior. 

The Department of Agriculture also believes that within exterior 
boundaries of the national forests, lands acquired for reclamation pur- 
poses and not needed for actual use in connection with reclamation 
works should become national forest lands. These lands and the 
resources thereof should be administered by the Secretary of Agri- 
culture, subject to project uses, as ordinary national forest lands. 
This would include the recreational facilities thereon. We believe 
such lands can be most effectively and economically administered as 
national forest lands by the Department of Agriculture because of 
their intermingling with nearby and adjoining national forest lands. 

The recommendations of this Department can be accomplished by 
adding a proviso to subsection 3(a). Starting on page 3, line 13, 
change the period to a colon and continue as follows: 


“Provided, That all lands within the exterior boundaries of a national 
forest acquired for project purposes which are not determined by the 
Secretary of the Interior to be needed for actual use in connection 
with the project works shall become national forest lands: Provided 
further, That the Secretary of the Interior shall make his determina- 
tion hereunder within five years after approval of this Act or, in the 
case of individual tracts of land, within five years after their acquisi- 
tion by the United States: And provided further, That the authority 
contained in this subsection aah not be exercised by the Secretary 
of the Interior with respect to national forest lands without the con- 
currence of the Secretary of Agriculture.’ 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the 
submission of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 
True D. Morssg, 
Acting Secretary. 
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MINORITY VIEWS OF SENATOR BARRY GOLDWATER, 
OF ARIZONA 


We are opposed to this committee reporting favorably S. 281. This 
bill would authorize the construction of the Burns Creek project op 
the Snake River in southeastern Idaho. The project at present pricg 
levels, according to the Bureau of Reclamation, would cog 
$48,790,000. The project would consist of a dam to be constructed 
about 30 miles below the Palisades project, also on the Snake River. 
This dam would be 176 feet high and 1,900 feet long; it would jm. 
pound about 234,000 acre-feet of water and it would have installed jp 
it 90,000 kilowatts of generating capacity. Of the storage capacity 
behind the dam, 17,000 acre-feet would be for reregulating the flow of 
the Snake River below the Palisades Dam; 100,000 acre-feet would be 
used for irrigation storage, and the remaining 117,000 acre-feet would 
be inactive capacity. Of the cost of this project, $47,872,000 would 
be allocated to power and only $849,000 would be allocated to recla- 
mation, a small part of which would be repaid from power revenues, 
Thus the portion of the project’s cost allocated to reclamation would 
constitute only 1.75 percent of its total cost. 

This project is highly undesirable and unsound for several significant 
reasons: 

(1) When first proposed the project had a low ratio of benefits to 
costs, and at the present time the project is barely feasible economi- 
cally. In its original report on the project submitted to Congress in 
1957 and based upon 1955 cost data, the Bureau of Reclamation 
estimated that the project would cost about $40,267,000, and the 
Bureau found that it had a benefit-cost ratio of 1.26 to 1 (85th Cong, 
H. Doc. 147, p. v). In arriving at this benefit-cost ratio it was 
assumed that the power investment would bear interest at only 24 
percent although reclamation law provides for.an interest rate of 3 
percent on power facilities. In previous hearings before this com- 
mittee the Bureau of Reclamation admitted this to be the case. In 
1957 the Department of Interior said that the project would cost $44 
million and that it had a benefit-cost ratio oh 1.19 to 1, still using 
interest on the power investment at only 2% percent rather than the3 
percent. Now the Bureau admits that the project would cost over 
$48,790,000. But that agency has not submitted a recomputation 
of the benefit-cost ratio on the basis of this increased cost of construc 
tion. With the cost of the project at $48,790,000 and with interest 
on the power investment figures at 3 percent instead of 2% percent, it 
is doubtful whether this project would be theoretically feasible in 
economic terms. In fact the Bureau of Reclamation told another 
committee, ‘Burns Creek would be impossible, standing alone.” 

(2) This project is not by any stretch of the imagination a reclama- 
tion project. With only $849,000 of the cost of the project allocated to 
reclamation, it is obvious that reclamation will derive but small 
benefits from the project. As stated previously, this would be only 
1.75 percent of its total cost. Out of a total storage capacity of 
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934,000 acre-feet to be provided by this dam, only 100,000 acre-feet 
will be used for irrigation purposes. A regional director of the Bureau 
of Reclamation in hearings before a congressional committee admitted 
that this reclamation water storage would be used by irrigators only 
two or three times in any given 50-year period. Therefore, it is not 
proper to allege, as this bill does, that this project would be author- 
wed to “assist in the irrigation of arid and semiarid lands * * *.” 
This is another example of using reclamation as a vehicle for pro- 
moting public power to the detriment of reclamation. 

(3) The bill also seeks to justify this proiect on the ground that it 
would reregulate the Snake below the Palisades project. Significantly, 
only 17,000 acre-feet out of the total storage of 234,000 acre-feet 
provided by this dam would be used for reregulating purposes; this 
would be only 7 percent of the total storage space involved. Further, 
not one penny of the cost of the project is being allocated to the re- 
regulating function. Supposing this dam should be built to a height 
of 176 feet, as is provided in the Bureau of Reclamation report, will 
not reregulating works be required downstream from the Burns Creek 
project in order to protect the river banks and the intakes of reclama- 
tion projects further down the Snake? If reregulation is the major 
objective, it could be attained by building a dam with only 17,000 
acre-feet of storage capacity at a cost of about $6 million. 

(4) As a power project standing by itself. it would produce very 
high cost power. Power from Burns Creek standing alone would have 
to cost an average of 5.27 mills per kilowatt-hour in order to recover 
all costs under reclamation law. The cost of steam power produced 
by privately-owned electric comvanies in the area is 5.48 mills per 
kilowatt-hour. Actually power from Burns Creek, according to the 
Department of Interior, would be marketed at the same rate as the 
power produced at Palisades Dam which now sells at an average of 
only 3.67 mills per kilowatt-hour. Obviously, should this happen, 
the Burns Creek deficit from power operations would be made up 
from any surplus that might result from the Palisades project. Thus 
any surpluses that Palisades might otherwise earn would be diverted 
from use for reclamation purposes and used instead to subsidize the 
electric bills of people who will be buying power produced at Burns 
Creek. 

(5) Thus Burns Creek project would be positively detrimental to 
reclamation. If Palisades project stands alone it would repay all of 
its costs by 1990; and by the year 2016 it will have built up a surplus 
of $30,341,964 which as a part of the reclamation fund would be 
available to finance other reclamation projects. But if Burns Creek 
and Palisades are to be taken together and Burns Creek power sold 
under the Palisades rate schedule, all costs of the two projects to be 
recovered would not be repaid until the year 2015; and by the vear 
2016 the two projects together will have a surplus of only $1,776,196, as 
against a surplus for Palisades standing alone of $30,341,964. This 
would mean that if these two projects should be taken together there 


would be a net decrease of funds available to the irrigation fund by 
2016 of $28,565,768. 
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(6) As a justification for the construction of this preeminently 
power project Mr. N. B. Bennett, Chief of Project Developmen 
Division of the Bureau of Reclamation, said to the subcommittee: 


Mr. Nelson has recently analyzed the power loads to be 
anticipated from the existing customers, if vou please, that 
are now customers of the Federal Government in southern 
Idaho, and he finds that in order to meet that load alone we 
must have Burns Creek on the line starting in 1966 and that 
their loads will exceed the capabilities of the combined Fed- 
eral system in southern Idaho by about 1972. If these are 
loads to be served which are now served by the Federal] 
Government and are to be served by continuing Federal] 
Government supply of power, it cannot possibly in my judg- 
ment have an effect on the Kemmerer steam plant. 

True, if the Utah Power & Light, or the Idaho Power. in 
whose market area most of these customers are, is the 
agency to serve these increased loads, then that is a different 
question, but these people now have contracts for power 
with the Federal Government and we believe that they 
should continue to receive from the Federal Government 
power to meet their growing loads. 


It is obvious from this quotation that Mr. Bennett would justify 
the Government in building the project solely for the purpose of 
meeting the power needs of present customers of the Bureau of Reels. 
mation. He says their load growth wiil require added power and the 
Bureau wants to continue to serve these customers itself. This 
would mean that the Bureau of Reclamation would be assuming 4 
public utility responsibility; that is, it would be assuming the role 
of a privately owned electric company with the responsibility of 
building electric plants solely for the purpose of meeting the load 
growth of its customers. 

Assistant Secretary of Interior Aandahl, in appearing before the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs of the U.S. Senate earlier 
in 1959, strongly denied that the Department of Interior should 
assume utility responsibility: 


Mr. Aanpan.. I think it is incumbent on the Federal 
Government to encourage a maximum of local responsibility 
in meeting the growing power needs of the Nation. Becaure 
of that fact, we have tried to emphasize in all of our Federal 
power marketing during the period that I have been in my 
present position that the responsibility for total needs rests 
with local entities. We will be just as helpful as we can 
with the Federal power that is available from these multi- 
purpose projects, and we know that power is of great eco- 
nomic advantage to the local people, and particularly to the 
preference customers. We do feel that it would be very 
unwise for us, as the marketing agent for all Federal power 

- except that which is in the Tennessee Valley, to try to estab- 
lish a total utility responsibility for any group of customers. 
We would be committing the Congress to expenditures of 
immeasurable amounts of money if we were to establish a 
policy of that kind. I think we would be derelict in our 
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duty if we did (hearings on Federal Power Marketing 
Problems, p. 261) 


Mr. W. A. Dexheimer, who was Commissioner of Reclamation at 
the time Mr. Bennett made the previously quoted statement, said 
in a speech on August 17, 1957: 


Federal sources of power supply are clearly limited by 
hydroelectric phases of multipurpose projects. Congress 
for many vears has indicated no disposition to permit con- 
struction of steam-electric facilities by the Government 
outside of the TVA area. Thus the Federal efforts in no 
way abrogate the responsibility of the utility industry, 
including cooperatives and municipalities, to meet the 
Nation’s ever-increasing needs for energy. 


Thus it is obvious that Mr. Bennett, in justifying this project as 
needed to supply the prospective needs of Bureau customers, was 
acting directly contrary to the announced views of his superior, the 
Commissioner of Reclamation, and contrary to the policy of the 
Department of the Interior as presented in statements of Assistant 
Secretary Aandahl who is responsible for departmental policy and 
activities in the field of water and power resources. 

(7) There has not been presented any evidence before this or any 
other committee that there is now or that there is likely to develop in 
the near future any power shortage in this area. In fact the pri- 
vately owned electric company that has a franchise to serve this area 
has made firm:plans to build a stearh generating plant of ultimately 
300,000 kilowatts capac ity that would furnish ele ctricitvy to the same 
area where Burns Creek power would be marketed. This company 
has already made firm commitments relative to this new plant that 
involve substantial financial obligations. Further, there is every 
reason to believe that electricity will be available from this steam 
plant at least as soon as power could begin to flow from the Burns 
Creek project. Thus it is not in the least necessary to authorize this 
project in order to avoid a future power shortage in southeastern 
Idaho. 

For these strong and persuasive reasons we believe that this bill 
should not be favorably reported. 

Barry GOLDWATER. 
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Mr. Rocrrs. Because of the large number of persons who hay, 
asked to be heard on this legislation, I hope that all witnesses wij 
cooperate by presenting brief oral summaries of their statements, 

Let the Chair make this observation : We have another situation that 
has developed in that the housing bill will be taken up on the flog, 
today and the House goes into session at 11 o’clock, which means tha 
we will not be able to meet after 11 o’clock today. What will happen 
this afternoon, I do not know. We hope to go on in the afternoop 
with these hearings to give everyone an opportunity to be heard 
If we do not get to sit later on this afternoon, the Chair and othe 
members may be willing to work out something insofar as sittin 
perhaps tomorrow afternoon in order to make it possible for these 
people to be heard who have come a long way. 

In most of these hearings, as most of you know, there is much repe. 
tition, and if we could coordinate these statements so we could make 
a complete record, it would certainly be appreciated by the Chair and, 

am sure, the other members of the committee. 

Mrs. Prost. Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. Rogers. Mrs. Pfost. 

Mrs. Prost. Mr. Chairman, I have a statement from Senator Frank 
(hurch of Idaho, and in the essence of time the Senator asked me if 
I would please place his statement in the record as if read, and he 
would be happy to come over and testify if the committee wants him 
to do so. 

I ask unanimous consent that the statement be placed in the record 
at this point. 

Mr. Rogers. Did you want to include the letter? 

Mrs. Prost. The letter is not necessary. 

Mr. Rocers. Without objection, the statement will be included in 
the record at this point. 

Mr. Berry. Mr. Chairman, reserving the right to object to that 
short statement—is that all it is? 

Mr. Sartor. Mr. Chairman, I do not want to keep Senator Church 
from coming over here and putting anything in the record that we 
usually do, and the courtesy is usually extended to Members of the 
other body to do so, but I have gone through this and found many 
examples of things which, according to the Rules of the House, are 
not eligible for admission in the record unless personally presented 
by the Member himself. 

Therefore, I am going to ask that this be withheld until I have had 
time to examine it and perhaps certain portions of it can be deleted. 
Mr. Rogers. We have the unaimous-consent. request before us. 

Mr. Sartor. Then I object. 

Mr. Rocrrs. The Chair must either have an objection—— 

Mr. Saytor. It can be put in the file. Most of the material in- 
cluded in the statement is the kind of thing which this committee has 
placed in the file and not burdened the record. 

Mr. Rocers. Does the gentleman from Pennsylvania then object to 
the document being placed in the file ? 

Mr. Saytor. Not in the file; no. 

Mr. Rogers. I mean in the record ? 

Mr. Sartor. Yes. 
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Mr. Rocers. Does the gentleman make the unanimous-consent re- 
quest that the Senator’s statement be put in the record but that all 

rtions that cannot properly go in the record under the rules be 
Feleted ? 

Perhaps the gentlewoman from Idaho and the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania can get together on this. 

Mrs. Prost. In view of the objection, Mr. Chairman, I would with- 
hold any unanimous-consent request and see whether Senator Church 
would like to come over and give his statement in full, if the com- 
mittee has time to hear it. 

(CommitreE Norr.—Subsequently, unanimous consent was obtained 
for the insertion in the record of the aforementioned statement of Sen- 
ator Frank Church of Idaho. The statement follows:) 


§rATEMENT OF SENATOR FRANK CHURCH (DeMocRAT, IDAHO), BEFORE THE Sus- 
COMMITTEE ON IRRIGATION AND RECLAMATION OF THE COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR 
AND INSULAR AFFAIRS IN SuUpPPorT OF S. 281 


Mr. Ohairman, the bill to authorize the Burns Creek Dam and reregulating 
reservoir, to which I address myself, is S. 281, the bill which passed the Senate on 
July 24. I do not know whether your consideration will be of the Senate-passed 
pill but I will address myself to it and beg your indulgence for references which 
I make to amendments which were agreed upon when the bill passed the Senate. 

This project enjoys the general approbation of the peeople of the State of 
Idaho. The project has been recommended by the administration, through its 
Department of Interior, Department of Agriculture, and approved by the Bu- 
reau of the Budget. 

It is noteworthy that the Burns Creek Dam should draw support from such 
diverse sources. What manner of project is it to be so favored? 


I. IRRIGATION AND RECLAMATION 


The answer is that this is a genuine multipurpose project, notwithstanding 
the fact that, on its face, it would seem to be a power project. 

In order to understand this properly, the physical characteristics of the upper 
Snake River area in Idaho must be described, and the history of reclamation 
in Idaho, reviewed. 

The Burns Creek Dam is proposed at a stage of water resource development 
which has been reached after more than half a century of continuous growth and 
improvement in the facilities to control and use the water of the Snake River. 

Irrigation development to Idaho’s upper Snake River Valley began about 
1879, when the water was supplied to hay lands by simple diversions from the 
river. Irrigation development then progressed, and, by 1900, more than 300,000 
acres of land were under irrigation. This rapid expansion continued during the 
first years of the present century. Most of the land irrigated from surface 
waters above Milner Dam, situated near the midline of southern Idaho, was un- 
der cultivation before 1920. The most significant change since then, as will be 
hereafter pointed out, has been the rapid recent expansion of areas irrigated 
by pumping, from underground water. 

Until 1900, the Carey Act was the congressional vehicle for much of the irri- 
gation development. It authorized homestead grants as an aid to reclama- 
tion. But these were purely individual and local cooperative irrigation projects. 

The Carey of the Carey Act was Senator Joseph M. Carey of Wyoming, one of 
the great names in western reclamation. He and such other Senators after him 
as Francis G. Newlands of Nevada, and Henry Clay Hansbrough of North 
Dakota, had the wisdom to champion a program for reclamation that has made 
a mockery of Daniel Webster’s contemptuous description of the West. It was 
Webster who said: 

“What do we want with this vast worthless area—this region of savages and 
wild beasts, of deserts, of shifting sands and whirlwinds of dust, of cactus and 
prairie dogs? To what use could we ever hope to put these great deserts and 
these endless mountain ranges, impenetrable and covered to their base with 
eternal snow? What can we ever hope to do with the western coast, a coast 
of 3,000 miles, rockbound, cheerless, and uninviting, and not a harbor in it?” 
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Mr. Chairman, what we in Idaho have always wanted out of our section of 
“this region of savages and wild beasts,” is just a livelihood; so that we may 
be lucky enough to stay there. j 

Irrigated agriculture is the economic foundation of the upper Snake River 
Basin. Cereals, forage crops, and cash row crops (potatoes, beans, and Sugar 
beets) and various livestock enterprises characterize the economy. 
cent of the famed Idaho potatoes come from this area. 

In 1950, 143,000 people lived there, with practically all of this population 
associated with the irrigated plain. 

But the Carey Act and the Desert Land Entry Act and local efforts under they 
did not furnish an adequate answer to the challenge of the arid West. Large 
storage dams were needed. P 

Acrimony and constitutional arguments marked a decade of struggle for the 
Reclamation Act of 1902. This landmark legislation added to the law the con- 
cept that the Federal Government properly could provide for storage, In the 
words of Francis G. Newlands, then the Representative of Wyoming: 

“* * * It becomes necessary * * *, in order to bring larger areas of land 
within cultivation, to resort to this system of storage, of establishing artificig) 
reservoirs * * *, and of constructing canals and ditches at great expense, coy- 
ering large areas of land by a comprehensive plan. 


Ninety per. 


* * & * * * . 


“* * * The limit of reclamation and settlement has been reached unless the 
Federal Government, acting, as it can, without regard to State lines, makes a 
scientific study of each river and its tributaries and so stores the water as to 
prevent the torrential flow in the spring and to increase the scanty flow in the 
summer.” 

Theodore Roosevelt, when he asked for this act, said: 

“The reclamation and settlement of the arid lands will enrich every portion 
of our country * * *. The increased demand for manufactured articles wil] 
stimulate industrial production * * *. Indeed, the products of irrigation wil] 
be consumed chiefly in upbuilding local centers of mining and other industries, 
which would otherwise not come into existence.” 

By the time the Reclamation Act of 1802 was passed, as we have seen, the ini. 
tial development of the greater part of the upper Snake River Basin in Idaho, irri- 
gated by gravity flow, had been completed. These lands did not have the benefit 
of storage. Consequently, in this area, the primary function of the Reclamation 
Act of 1902 has been to provide storage for supplemental water for 90 percent of 
the irrigated lands, rather than to open new lands. 

The first big project under this act was the Minidoka. The first storage at 
Lake Walcott, behind Milner Dam, was completed in 1909. By 1927, eight other 
storage reservoirs had been added in the upper Snake River Basin. 

It was in 1927 that the huge, 1,700,000 acre-feet project of American Falls was 
completed. The gratification of the water users was boundless. Enough stor- 
age had been provided at American Falls, it was said, to assure adequate water 
for Minidoka project lands for all time to come. 

But nature makes puny the works of man, and her inexorable ways are some 
times ironic. Only 3 years later, in 1930, a 5-year drought started which caused 
a crop loss which, in today’s dollars, would pay more than half the cost of the 
Burns Creek Dam. 

-alisades Reservoir was the answer to this further demonstration of the 
need for storage. Completed in 1957, Palisades increased the supply of stored 
water on the main stem of the Snake by 1,400,000 acre-feet, providing supple 
mental water for 650,000 acres of the land already irrigated, while furnishing 
a primary water supply to only 48,000 acres of new land. 

Since Palisades stored supplemental water for land irrigated under water 
rights long established, it was necessary to allocate the water equitably. The 
various irrigation districts and individual users sought more water than Pali- 
sades could store, so the water users agreed to the inclusion in their Palisades 
contracts of a standard provision to guarantee that subsequently constructed 
storage should be treated as though it had identical priority with that in Pal- 
isades. Thus, even before Palisades had been completed, the need for added 
storage was recognized. One such subscription provision, extracted from a 
typical contract, is as follows: 

“If the United States, under the Federal reclamation laws, herafter constructs 
storage. facilities on the Snake River or its tributaries above Milner Dam in 
addition to those now constructed or authorized to be constructed to provide 
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water for irrigation purposes, the district hereby agrees that, notwithstanding 
the establishment of a storage right for such additional facilities Ww ith a priority 
subsequent to that assigned to Palisades Dam and Reservoir, the United States 
may hereafter contract with water users organizations which then have storage 
rights in Palisades Reservoir, to operate not to exceed 300,000 acre-feet of such 
capacity for the storage of water for irrigation for the benefit of such organiz- 
ations as though that capacity had a storage right of identical priority with that 
held for Palisades Dam and Reservoir.” ’ ba 

The Burns Creek Dam which this bill would authorize would impound a 234,- 
000 acre-foot reservoir. Of this, 100,000 acre-feet would be long-term irrigation 
storage. This storage, as we have seen, would be accorded equal priority rights 
to that contained in Palisades Reservoir. 

This long-term holdover storage would provide insurance water to be used 
only during the period of extreme drought, and would be paid for by the water 
users on the same terms as Palisades storage. 

Because Burns Creek “insurance” water might be needed only two or three 
times in a 50-year period, it does not follow that the dam confers only a “minor 
irrigation benefit.” The water users of Idaho understand the fallacy of this 
argument. They know that “insurance” water is not unlike fire insurnace on a 
building—the policy is justified even though a fire is a rare occurrence. 

The water users know the ways of the river. They know that they will collect 
on the Burns Creek policy. It is only a question of time. When they collect, they 
know that the margin of water supplied by Burns Creek Dam may well repre- 
sent the difference between a crop, and no crop. This is why they urgently rec- 
ommend the project. 

The latest action of the irrigators was last month, when the managing group 
of the water users, the Committee of Nine, met on this bill. The minutes of their 
meeting of June 6, 1959, and a letter I recently received from J. H. Silbaugh, 
one of the members and president of the North Side Canal Co., are as follows 


MINUTES OF MEETING OF COMMITTEE OF NINE OF SNAKE RIVER WATER USERS 
IDAHO FALLS, IDAHO, JUNE 6, 1959, 1 P.M. 


Committee members present: Leonard Graham, chairman: J. H. Silbaugh, Al 
Peters, Leo Murdock, David W. Dick, Cy Young, Frank Redfield, C. N. Scoresby, 
and Willis Walker. Advisory member, Merle Tillery; former chairman, N. V. 
Sharp; Lynn Crandall, Harold Nelson, Glenn Simmons, Henry Eagle, and sev- 
eral other water users. 

Lynn Crandall discussed the proposed Burns Creek bill as amended. He 
stated that the amendment worked out by Senators O’Mahoney and Church pro- 
vided that the installation of the power-generating facilities be scheduled by the 
Secretary on the basis of providing for the additional power requirements of 
preference customers rather than all facilities being installed at once. 

The meeting called today is for the purpose of obtaining an expression of opin- 
ion of the water users on the amended bill. Mr. Crandall pointed out some of 
the benefits that Burns Creek will provide to all water users on Snake River. 
Burns Creek is the last site on Snake River in Idaho above Milner Dam where 
any irrigation storage can be made available. 

Mr. Nelson stated that the amendment to the bill would in no way affect the 
provision that the power revenues from Palisades-Burns Creek would assume 
one-third of the annual costs of winter water savings at Minidoka now paid 
by water users. Demand for Government power is increasing faster than can 
be taken care of by addition of Burns Creek. He stated that the effect of the 
proposed amendment for delayed installation of all the power units would not 
extend the power payout period more than 1 year. 

The following resolution was presented : 


“RESOLUTION 


“Whereas the Snake River water users at their two last annual meetings have 
unanimously approved the Burns Creek project ; and 
Whereas at a recent meeting of the Senate Subcommittee on Irrigation and 


Reclamation of the Senate Interior Committee certain amendments were added 
to the original bill S. 281: Now. therefore, be it 


—____. 


. 1 Extracted from a typical contract to be made with a company or district diverting from 
Snake River above American Falls Dam Form A, 
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“Resolved by the Committee of Nine representing the Snake River water users 
That we approve the bill as amended and request the members of Idaho: 
congressional delegation to give the amended bill their full support.” 

Moved by Silbaugh, seconded by Walker, that the resolution be adopted. ( 
ried unanimously. 

There was further discussion regarding opposition of power companies ty 
Burns Creek and the 150-day shutoff of canals for winter water savings, 

Meeting adjourned at 2:30 p.m. 


Jar. 


C. N. ScorEssy, Secretary 


NorTH SIpE CANAL Co., Lrp,, 
Jerome, Idaho, July 13, 1959. 
Hon. FRANK CHURCH, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR: AS president of the North Side Canal Co., I would like You to 
know how much we appreciate the efforts that you have been putting in op the 
Burns Creek project bill. 

As you have already noticed from the resolution passed by the Committee of 
Nine (which are the directors of district No. 36), they also appreciate your 
efforts in getting this bill and its amendments approved. 

Yours very truly, 
J. H. SILpavuen, President. 

Graphic proof that the water users do not consider the irrigation benefit either 
minimal or unimportant is found in their response to a circular letter asking 
them to indicate their needs for additional space in the proposed Burns Creek 
Reservoir. 

This inquiry was made by Lynn Crandall, who, in 40 years—from 1919 unti 
last year when he retired—had been elected and reelected as watermaster for the 
distribution of natural flow of the Snake River. He served during this period 
as district engineer of the U.S. Geological Survey and also as special deputy 
to the Idaho commissioner of reclamation with similar duties. He supervised the 
allocations of Palisades space. 

For the proposed Burns Creek Dam, applications were received representing 
141 percent of the available space, a total of 141,740 acre-feet. Fifty-three canal 
companies, irrigation districts, and mdividuals in this way indicated that they 
want and need the irrigation benefit of this project. This list of applicants is as 
follows: 

BURNS CREEK RESERVOIR 


A circular letter was sent October 8, 1958, to holders of Palisades Reservoir 
space asking that those who desire additional space in the proposed Burns 
Creek Reservoir file their applications for same. Replies have been received 
to date from 53 canal companies, irrigation districts, and individuals, making 
application for a total of 141,740 acre-feet in the Burns Creek Reservoir. Inas- 
much as there is only 100,000 acre-feet of available space it will be necessary for 
the Bureau of Reclamation to appoint an allocation committee to allot the 
available space in accordance with the greatest needs of the applicants. 

The following applications have been received : 


Acre-feet 
See og A a, A eee. 250 
Nee nn ee nnd meemae LP oe acai cctesas cea 800 
Jay, Keith, and Garth B. Bramwell, Star Route, Roberts____________ ae 
Se LET CO, Oe ee ee 
Melvin Danielson, Route 4, Idaho Falls___._____________-___________. 100 
Danskin Ditch Co., Moreland MES eh es Sphere — 
Dilts Irrigation Co., Ltd., Lorenzo__________- Bett hake tsetse oe alee 200 
Enterprise Canal Co., Ltd., Rigby.........__.________- Bio See 20, 000 
Farmers Friend Irrigation Co., Idaho Falls__..._.__________________ 8, 500 
Sy eas NOD Wy ah Gil chk hans ines iis teal Gevedsiecdsdis Lali 300 
Lee L. Frodsham, Route 2, Burley_.__..____________ Adilacin <p cenit 900 
OE a OO ea See ae een ee ee 100 
"En Eee ee a eee 320 
Howard Hatfield, Box 625, Palisades.__.__._.....____._.._._.___________ 200 
cg ags gg, EE eee ee ae eS 300 
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Acre-feet 

Idaho Irrigation District, Idaho Be RNIN cctee eeu seo nid ardecanaetitce tetanibcied a 21, 200 
island Irrigation Co., CII a nin esto tnen an eace even enn a9 me enn en race en cmemenien 2, 500 
Thomas W. Jackson, Route 1, Roberts_----------------------------- 200 
1. W. Jones, OS SO) eee inden seen eraleteeag tenant apcne 100 
Vance Cc. Koon, Thornton_ a sek ah esa acorns ah dei aptinn deren enachlinepion oiaieated tiie 780 
Labelle Irrigating Co., Rigby 3 een a seee nena - reer ananese ee se-—sasewe 800 
Liberty Park Irrigation Co., Rexburg ssiseedaea see sieita taro ai ccasee tesde-tigmbpaicaeagteoomeanaaie 1, 000 
Ralph O. Lounsbury, Route 2, I cher site Bd a Nala Ne ee ah cence essa a 300 
Lowder Slough Irrigation Co____---- aseinguenaaiias ehabrpmete a aceasta 1, 000 
Lee Marshall & I I ic OE 100 
w. A. Miller, Box 154, Rigby. a cae tn sve tg gn pen ma gs near een anes 7 200 
Milner Low Lift EP PINOTIOO  LILBEPICL,. BRUTURUM one mmcewanemann 15, 500 
B. D.. Murdock, Roberts_—--.-------------------------- naiesonapaemnial ; 120 
North Side Canal Co., Ltd., Jerome__-----~~---- Seen se creme _. 16, 600 
Parks & i TOrIOle Ch Tn acs eeennaceamagene 6, 000 
Parsons Ditch Co., 9a ade cea eee eee nei eae 300 
Progressive Irrigation District, Idaho Falls______-~- teeta Joleen aie 10, 000 
Reid Canal Co., Thornton_--------- geld gahag aictip th eileen on ppeghagihnde ok 1, 000 
p v. mecmards, Idaho Falis__.......-...-..-....----...- Eva nee 1, 000 
Rigby Canal & Irrigating Co., 5 OR isa: atatipectR de dev piceegteee ctiamaneiaaele 1, 700 
ee a ee 200 
eae, mente 1, TRermton...........-——.<-..-----. tie 100 
Rudy Irrigation Canal Co., Rigby_--~----------------------------.- 800 
H. Allen Sellers, Route 2, Rigby_..------ ate inating eee eis 500 
Shattuck Irrigation Co., Idaho Falls____.-.--~--------- tiple eehcctubiee 1, 100 
i CON CN es. nS eos Raden tee ee alanis 200 
Snake River Valley Irrigation District, Shelley__.__._-_~_- 5 tie 
Francis Stoltenberg, Swan Valley___-------------- ~~~ ctetiidinoteeella 200 
Sunnydell Irrigation District, Thornton_______----_- ee ee 5, 000 
Texas Slough Irrigating Canal Co., Rexburg_...__-_-__.____________ 1, 000 
Pe nn, MOUCPR. .. cme nos emecnenmee (i teste ie sdceaihie a 20 
Ce OO, IGGRO POI. 8s cite cdnen nice ccueneewn 4, 000 
Watson Slough Ditch & Irrigation Co., Blackfoot_........_..._______ 650 
ee, ree VOeye 2 oe a ok, a 400 
Py wrens VtIOe oo i 6 en deamon nooe cenit teas 200 
Virgil Rutledge, Lorenzo (White ditch) --..-_--------________________ 200 
ee. wear /Mopte; Mivien no: ss ae sik ks ae 100 
eee "Oe. Iho Paties 2c. sensi wees sn al che 1, 100 
I AIDA, stick Bs isa hieb salable Heme elels. aE es tl 141, 740 


So it is evident that the Burns Creek Dam will serve the interests of multiple- 
purpose development of the upper Snake River. Its contribution directly to irri- 
gation, in furnishing insurance water—long-term holdover storage—is not only in 
line with the historic pattern of reclamation development in the area, but also 
meets a real and felt need of the irrigators themselves. 


II. POWER 


But, notwithstanding the important irrigation benefit it confers, the fact re- 
mains that power revenues will pay for 98 percent of the cost of the Burns Creek 
Dam. 

Can we conclude from this fact, as has been charged, that this is purely a 
commercial power project in disguise; that it is being built only to add another 
nae of Federal power to compete with the private utility companies in the 
area? 

Indeed we cannot. The facts are otherwise. 

In this regard, Mr. Chairman, we must remember that in Idaho, from the be- 
ginning, there has always been a close connection between power generated at 
Government dams and reclamation. The report covering the first Federal rec- 
lamation project in Idaho, the Minidoka project, not only provided for storage 
for gravity-flow irrigation, but also recognized that the electric power that could 
be generated, by reason of the existence of the storage reservoir, had an equally 
direct connection with irrigation. “It is possible,” the report affirmed, “to 
fenerate over 10,000 horsepower, which can be used to pump and supply water 
to about 53,000 acres above the gravity canals.” 
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Application of the storage reservoir to the generation of electricity to pump 
water onto land lying higher than that which can be served by gravity has hen 
an integral part of reclamation development in Idaho ever since that time 

When the Palisades Dam was reauthorized in 1950, the dual concept of ingpp. 
ance water, plus the use of the reservoir to provide low-cost pumping power for 
irrigation, was again recognized. In planning for Palisades, $9 million of 
the anticipated $76 million cost was allocated to irrigation pumping power 
and of the actual cost, which was only $68 million, $8,223,000 was alloe 
this purpose. 

The electric power generated at Government dams in southern Idaho has fur- 
thered irrigation in several ways. In some cases, it has been used to lift water 
to the higher lands forming part of the reclamation project being developed : in 
other cases, it has been sold to electrical cooperatives, preference customers gery. 
ing the pumping needs of farmers who irrigate from their own wells. Much of 
the power to be generated at Burns Creek would be utilized by irrigators for 
pumping. 

In conjunction with its general reclamation program, the Bureau of Reclama. 
tion now operates five hydroelectric plants in southern Idaho, with a total in. 
stalled capacity of 163,900 kilowatts. A list of these powerplants, their respec. 
tive capabilities, and the gross revenues realized from them in 1957 is as follows: 


ated to 


Rating Maximum | Minimum 
Plant River | (kilowatt) | capability | capability | Initial operation 
| | (kilowatt) | (kilowatt) 
epee 
Minidoka project: Minidoka | Snake | 13, 400 | 15, 000 15,000 | May 1909, 
Boise project: 7 
Diversion dam Boise _ _- 1, 500 | 2, 000 2,000 | May 1912. 
Black Canyon | Payette 8, 000 10, 000 10,000 | December 1925 
Anderson Ranch Boise 27, 000 | 34, 500 16, 500 | December 1959, 
Palisades project: Palisades | Snake 114,000 | 1 114,000 | 58,000 | February 1987, 
Total | 163,900} 175,500} 101, 500 


1 Maximum capability not yet established by tests and experience. 


Note.—The calendar year 1957 sales from these powerplants amounted to $2,066,421 for $651,061,832 kilo- 
watt-hours. The overall average revenue was 3.16 mills per kilowatt-hour. 

Once the Federal Government began to build large storage dams, it soon be- 
came obvious that single-purpose dams were extravagant and wasteful. The 
multiple-purpose dam, designed to most efficiently utilize the water resource at 
the site, for maximum irrigation, flood control, power, navigation, recreation, 
and wildlife benefits, was demanded. The multiple-purpose dam meant that 
more power could often be generated at the project site than was necessary for 
the immediate needs of the project. This excess power could be marketed, and 
revenues realized from its sale could repay the Government, with interest, for 
an allocated portion of the project cost. Thus the irrigators would not have to 
bear the whole cost of a project, but it could be apportioned among the various 
interests benefiting from it. This is still another—and most important—way 
that public power serves the ends of reclamation. 

Congress has long ago established the policy which governs the marketing of 
public power. The excess power developed by the Government plants in southern 
Idaho is sold in accordance with the Reclamation Act of 1939, which reads in 
part as follows: 

“* * * preference shall be given to municipalities and other public corpora- 
tions or agencies; and also to cooperatives and other nonprofit organizations f- 
nanced in whole or in part by loans made pursuant to the Rural Electrification 
Act of 1936.” 

It was the REA program, of course, that brought electricity to the countryside, 
to the farmer, to the mountaineer, to the people that the private utility com- 
panies were not willing to reach out and serve. The rural electrical cooperatives 
in southern Idaho were made possible by REA loans, through which their distri- 
bution facilities were constructed, and by their preference right to obtain firm 
power at modest rates from the Government dams. 

These co-ops themselves have become an instrument for reclamation. The 
hydraulic pattern of electrical generation at irrigation dams in Idaho makes 
blocs of seasonal firm power for irrigation available at cheap rates, so the co 
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ops have been able to secure and supply power for pumping water onto arid land 
peyond the boundaries of Federal projects. Here is still another way that power 
is directly related to reclamation in Idaho. 

The marketing of Federal power is confined to wholesale customers. There 
are 20 preference customers presently purchasing power from the Bureau of 
Reclamation in southern Idaho. A list of these customers having contracts with 
the Bureau, showing the contract rate of delivery and the demand of each, 


follows : ; , 
Commercial power contracts 


a ae ‘ a cecil 
Contract rate of | Highest recent maximum demand, kilowatts 
iclivery, kilowatts 
Winter | Summer Winter Summer 
Boise project Prairie Power Co-op 250 250 | October 1956 292 | August 1957 372 
les project: | 
Palisade: of Idaho Falls 18, 000 16,000 | January 1958__| 17,073 | May 1957__...| 12,933 
Fall River REA---- mn 1, 900 3,100 | December 1,052 | September 2, 747 
1952 1957 
Lost River REA 3, 500 4,100 | March 1957. 2,581 | June 9957_..... 2, 305 
Lower Valley REA 2, 600 2,300 | January 1958_.| 2,592 | August 1957__- 2, 700 
} 
NE LENE TE 26,000 | 25, 500 | 
| 
Minidoka project: | 
M Albion..-. . 460 310 eb 352 | May 1956 272 
Burley ..---- we -| 7, 600 5,900 | November | §,600 |.....do. sade 4, 400 
1957. } 
Declo.. : 240 170 | January 1956 216 | September 202 
} | | 1957 
Heyburn.....------ .| 640 440 | January 1958-- GOP) bas cei. i. wae 400 
Minidoka é e ‘ 250 200 ay een eee 190 1: 6ic.0@s.cciaxt 98 
Rupert... 5, 400 4,000 | January 1957. 4600 fade. Othe cs: 3, 100 
East End Mutual Electric Co- 570 440 | February 1956 452 ..do hes 356 
Farmers Electric Co : 320 240 | February 1957_| TN. . S22 Ge teats. 2] 210 
Raft River Rural Electric Co 1, 050 7,000 | October 1956__| 3,086 | July 1957___.-- 9, 100 
Riverside Electric Co 440 390 | February 1958_/| 356 | September 328 
| |} 1957 
Rutal Electric Co 1, 800 1,800 | February 1957_| 1,422 | September 1, 422 
1956 
South Side Electric Co 800 1,900 | January 1958 676 do ‘ 1, 376 
Unity Light & Power Co 2, 320 1, 990 .do.......--| 1,908 | September 1, 684 
1957 | 
Walcott Electric , 150 130 | February 1957- caren, RE, cesta ine 89 
Paul Electric Co 1, 550 1,150 | November 1, 376 |. do 1, 024 
1957 
Subtotal ‘ 23, 590 26, 060 


Total 49, 840 51.810 | | 


Exclusive of the municipalities, preference customers serve 18,000 customers 
in southern Idaho from power secured from the Federal Government. Under 
contracts which they made when they obtained their loans from REA, these co- 
operatives are bound to carry a full utility responsibility in the areas they serve 
Consequently they have been subject to the same growth factors which affect 
the use of electricity nationwide 

But in addition to the steadily rising loads from new deep-freezes, television, 
electric dryers, air-conditioners, and the myriad of conveniences available to all 
America, these customers of the government have had, so to speak, to make up 
for lost time. Their rate of growth has been double the national average. 

Consequently, in southern Idaho, since about 1953, there has been a recurrent 
crisis in the power supply of the preference customers. Palisades Dam went on 
the line barely in time to meet their burgeoning demand 

Naturally there are some who would like to see the cooperatives starved out. 
REA cooperatives in Idaho have not the resources to install generating facili- 
ties of their own, and if Burns Creek Dam, which would double the firm power 
capability of Palisades, can be defeated, they will eventually be thrown upon the 
mercy of the private power companies, with predictable results. 

The benefits of the preference clause do not result in a monopoly in the fed- 
erally generated pewer for the preference customers. The principles of wise 
management of the power resource prevent the Bureau of Reclamation from 
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contracting to such customers any power beyond the amounts which the river’ 
fluctuations will permit it to deliver dependably. The preference customers , 
all of the firm power of the Federal dams, but the firm power is by no means ai 
that the dams generate. 

The two biggest customers of the Government at Palisades happen Not to be 
cooperatives or other preference customers, but the Utah Power & Light Co 
and the Idaho Power Co., the two private utilities which operate in southern 
Idaho. Seasonal and dump energy from Palisades totaling a third of a billion 
kilowatt-hours, out of a total of a little over half a billion, was sold to these 
private utilities in 1958. The schedules are as follows: 


Palisades power sales, year 1958 





Energy 
Customer (kilowatt- Revenue 
hours) 
elm inet = cieliniiaiicemiaiiaianile — -neieidallials 


Idaho Power Co... 





193, 541,000 | $522, 94 
Utah Power & Light Co 144, 129, 000 | 325, 744 
City of Idaho Falls 66, 587, 000 | 838, 048 
Fall River REA %, 002, 000 | 40, 85 
Lost River REA 11, 640, 000 | 53, 649 
Lower Valley REA (W yoming-Idaho) ' 7, 300, 000 | 44, 780 
Michaud project pumping... 4, 859, 000 14.08) 
Minidoka North Side pumping-. | 72, 454, 000 226, 504 
Milner low lift pumping... _- | —- 2, 891, 000 | 8 &N) 
Minidoka power system 17, 307, 000 | 84, 175 
Total... 





528,710,000 | 1,689, 94 
| 


Note.—The above figures do not include miscellaneous uses at Palisades Dam of 1,618,000 kilowatt-hours 
and $8,057. Included in the 1958 sales to the Idaho Power Co. and Utah Power & Light Co. are 198,749,000 
kilowatt-hours and $3) 1,247 reserved for future loads and sales to preference customers of the United States 
but not required for such loads in 1958. y 


The need for the Burns Creek Dam cannot be questioned. Already the 
preference customers in southern Idaho consume all of the firm power produced 
for sale by the Bureau of Reclemation at its existing dams. 

It takes several years from the time a project is authorized until it is on the 
line, and needs must be forecast. In southern Idaho, the load growth of the 
preference customers has consistently outstripped forecasts. 

In 1955, the sum of the contract rates of delivery of power to preference 
customers has grown beyond the Bureau’s ability to supply the power, and the 
Bureau arranged temporarily to secure power from the Idaho Power Co. to make 
up the shortage, until Palisades could be completed. 

Although Palisades ameliorated this situation, as long ago as April 1957, the 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior, Fred G. Aandahl, wrote to me that: 

“It is anticipated that by 1963 all dependable seasonal power other than 14,000 
kilowatts will be needed by irrigation loads for pumping, thus limiting the 
seasonal firm power available to the Minidoka project to 14,000 kilowatts.” 

In his letter, he further said: 

“Obviously, the Bureau cannot do more until additional Federal powerplants 
are constructed in this area. The potential Burns Creek development which 
has been forwarded by this Department to the Congress would develop needed 
power.” 

The following letters are examples of the growing demand for power of the 
separate customers. I received these earlier this year, one from the mayor of 
Burley, Idaho, and the other from the manager of the Fall River Rural Blectric 
Cooperative : 

City OF BURLEY, 
OFFICE OF MAYOR, 
Burley, Idaho, February 27, 1959. 
Hon. FRANK CHURCH, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear SENATOR CuvuRCH: Recently I read in the newspaper where you and 
Senator Dworshak had jointly introduced another bill to authorize Burn Creek. 

This is good news since the shortage of power is still with us, and the demand 
for electric energy is increasing steadily. The city of Burley alone used 1,00 
more kilowatts last year than was used the previous year. 
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There is still no opposition to Burns Creek in Idaho that I am aware of. 
Therefore, it is hoped you will again be successful in obtaining favorable action 
by the Senate. , ; 

e good work you are doing is very much appreciated by all of us, and if 
there is anything that can be done to help out from this end, please do not 
hesitate to call upon us. 


espectfully yours, 
R pec se kh SALMON, Mayor. 





FALL RIVER RURAL ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE, INC., 
Ashton, Idaho, April 11, 1959. 
Senator FRANK CHURCH, 
U.S. Senator, 
Washington, D.C. 

Deak SENATOR CHURCH: I have been reading in the newspapers about the 
opposition the Burns Creek project has run into with the l tah Power & Light 
Co, and U.M.C. I also note that Idaho Power Co. is joining in the opposition. 
In reading your remarks in the newspaper, I cannot add much to your knowledge 
regarding the Burns Creek project. However, I feel I should write to let you 
know the power problem of the Fall River Rural Electric Cooperative, Inc. 

We have contracted for a peak of 3,100 kilowatts of power from the Palisades 
project this year based on the average increase per year over the past 10 years, 
our peak requirement will reach 3,465 kilowatts. We have applications from 
prospective members for an additional 450 kilowatts. According to lL tah Power 
& Light Co. assertions that there is ample power in the area, they evidently 
expect us to buy from them. They bled us for 18 years. They would like to do 

in. 
= to Palisades power the Utah Power Co. could not keep the voltage high 
enough during our peak load to keep members satisfied. We contacted the plant 
superintendent who advised that they were doing all they could to help the 
voltage situation. It wasn’t corrected until Palisades came on the line. 

We cannot promote the use of power until we have power to sell. 

I also want to point out that this cooperative to the best of my knowledge 
has the highest rate of any power supplier in the State of Idaho. The only 
way we can cut our rates down in comparison to other companies is by the use 
of power. It cannot be done if we are priced out of the market. 

I wish to thank you for the time and effort spent in support of the Burns 
Creek project. I am sure if this drive is continued we are bound to win. 

Yours very truly, 
B. W. Roserts, Manager. 


The greatest demand for power in southern Idaho is in the summer, to serve 
the irrigation pumping load. Downstream, in Washington and Oregon, the 
greatest demand is in the winter. Upstream, the water is stored to be emptied 
into the canals and through the power generators in the summer; downstream 
the opposite pattern prevails. The hope that this matching pattern might be 
better utilized caused me, early in 1958, to request the chairman of the Senate 
Interior Committee to call a hearing on Columbia Basin power problems, where 
all the relevant data were brought forward by the Bonneville Power Administra- 
tion, the Bureau of Reclamation, and by the preference customers of southern 
Idaho who knew that they had to find additional power to meet their growing 
needs, before Burns Creek could be built. 

The Bureau of Reclamation told the committee that it was possible to get a 
considerable block of additional firm power without the addition of any new 
facilities, by integrating with downstream plants, and that it would begin and 
pursue vigorously negotiations with Idaho Power Co. toward this end. 

It is gratifying to me that as of this time, the form of a contract has been 
agreed upon which has the effect of firming up an additional 30,000 kilowatts 
of output from the Bureau's plants in Idaho, which will be made available to 
the Bureau's preference customers. 

This contract was near enough to execution, when the hearings on this bill 
Were held, for this additional block of power to be taken into account in projecting 
the power supply-demand curve for southern Idaho. 
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At these hearings an annual growth rate of 8 percent was forecast. B 
on this assumption, and taking into account the integration contract with Idaho 
Power Co., demand would catch up with supply in 1964. Burns Creek, if ready 
by then, would be fully utilized by 1966. ; 

After the hearings, the regional director went back to Boise, instructed by the 
committee to recheck the load growth projections. He has _ reported subse. 
quently that they were too conservative. On July 10 of this year, in a memo. 
randum, he reported that the Bureau’s preference customers have now furnished 
load estimates which indicate that the Bureau's firm power supply will be ip. 
adequate for their requirements beginning with the summer of 1963. In his 
words, “it is now more than ever apparent that Burns Creek power will pe 
required for preference customer loads as soon as it can be constructed.” 

The upper Snake River Basin is an area I am proud to represent. Its thriving 
economy is a healthy bastion of independent, private enterprise in this country. 
There the family farm still predominates. , 

In the cities, like Idaho Falls and Burley, beautiful parks and well-lit streets 
hide the fact that this was once bleak desert. The independent business map 
is the typical member of the chambers of commerce and service clubs—not the 
local representatives of absentee businesses. 

This thriving area is a monument to the wisdom of past Congresses. Think 
what an effort it must have been when the West was a week away from Wasp. 
ington, for a small band of western visionaries in Congress to persuade their 
colleagues, accustomed only to common law concepts of riparian rights, of the 
propriety of the western doctrine of appropriation of water to beneficial use 
and the principle that the Government ought to provide storage in order to fully 
utilize the precious water of the arid West. : 

The idea that electric power could contribute to irrigation by pumping water 
was a giant stride forward in the history of reclamation. 

The assistance of loans and the right to purchase Federal power in the rural] 
electrification program has done as much for the well-being of rural families 
as any policy ever adopted by Congress. 

This is no time to turn the clock back. The Burns Creek Dam, which would 
be authorized with the passage of the pending bill, is not a radical innovation, 
It is the next step forward in a self-supporting program which has brought the 
area to its present levels of productivity, and will carry it to new heights. It is 
in the best tradition of multiple-purpose development which has permitted the 
West to bloom and prosper. 


III. BURNS CREEK-—A LOGICAL EXTENSION OF PALISADES 


Physically, Burns Creek Dam would be located 30 miles downstream from 
Palisades Dam. The Bureau of Reclamation in 1957 recommended that a dam, 
powerplant, and reservoir should be built at this downstream site to provide 
the means for more fully utilizing the capabilties of the power generators at 
*alisades, by permitting an unrestricted peaking operation there, leaving to 
Burns Creek the function of reregulating the storage for irrigation. 

In other words, Palisades is the parent and Burns Creek is the satellite. 
Because the irrigators have the right to a steady flow, it has not been possible 
to operate Palisades generators to the full extent of their potential. 

If the water released at Palisades can be checked at Burns Creek to meet 
the irrigation-water commitments, the resulting improvement enables the com- 
bination of Palisades with the smaller plant at Burns Creek to turn out twice as 
much total energy, and more than two and a half times as much critically 
important firm power as Palisades now provides alone. 

A table showing the average amount and classification of energy expected 
to be available for the two plants, as compared to Palisades alone, is as follows: 
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TABLE 3.— Sales and revenues, Burns Creek (90,000 kilowatts) and Palisades 
. (114,000 kilowatts) 


Sales (million 


Class of energy kilowatt Annual 
hours per revenue 
year) 

a 66. 2 $2, 152, 900 
Firm. ...... moe aa? 
Federal project use 10. 9 092, 700 
Seasonal nonfirm 136 : —: 400 
. 87 574, 200 
Dump. “54 2 

Total... 1, 021.0 3, 530, 200 


TABLE 4.—Sales and revenues, Palisades (114,000 kilowatts) 


_——— . ; ; oman “et — pip tb added 
Sales (million 
Class of energy kilowatt- Annual 
hours per revenue 
year 

Firm 168. 0 $782, 300 
Federal project use 130. 9 392. 700 
Seasonal nonfirm 95.0 285, 000 
Dump 184.0 368, 000 
Total. : 577.9 1, 828, 000 





Burns Creek Dam is a part of the Palisades electrically and hydraulically by 
virtue of the physical characteristics of the river, as I have described them. It 
is a part of the Palisades project financially as a matter of common sense, and 
prudent governmental policy. 

Here is what the Senate committee reported : 


“DESCRIPTION OF BURNS CREEK DAM, RESERVOIR, AND POWERPLANT, PALISADES 
PROJECT, IDAHO 


“The Burns Creek development would be located on the Snake River in 
Bonneville County, Idaho, about 30 miles downstream from the Palisades Dam of 
the Bureau of Reclamation. It would be integrated electrically, hydraulically, 
and financially with the existing Palisades project. 

“The prime purpose is reregulation of releases from the Palisades Reservoir 
to prevent undesirable fluctuations in river stages and thus would result in 
more efficient use of the Palisades project. At-site power production, holdover 
storage for irrigation, recreation, and the preservation and propogation of fish 
and wildlife are other purposes of the Burns Creek development. 

“The proposed plan is to construct a 176-foot-high rolled earth-filled dam to 
form a 234,000-acre-foot reservoir. In addition to use of reservoir capacity to 
reregulate Palisades releases and maintain power head for the proposed 90,000- 
kilowatt powerplant, 100,000 acre-feet of capacity will be available for long-term 
holdover irrigation storage purposes. * * * 

“The most effective use of both the Palisades and Burns Creek developments 
would be obtained through their combined operation. Without downstream 
regulation, for instance, the operation of Palisades powerplant would be limited 
by restrictions on streamflow fluctuations below Palisades Dam. The integrated 
or combined operation would permit the prime power output from the Palisades 
powerplant alone to be more than doubled. 

* * o * * oS * 

Notwithstanding the fact that this project enjoys general approval in my 
State, from the waterusers, the REA co-ops, municipalities, and the public, as 
a sound extension of the Palisades project, the Idaho Power Co. has announced 
against it, and the Utah Power & Light Co. appeared before the Senate com- 
mittee to actively oppose it. 

What are their arguments, and what are the answers to them? 

51710 O—60———-4 
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IV. POWER COMPANY OPPOSITION 


A. Irrigation a “minor” benefit 


The power company’s spokesman listed as a first objection that “irrigation 
benefits are very minor.” 

There are two answers to this objection : 

First, as we have seen, the history of the development of irrigation shows 
conclusively that the concept of holdover storage—insurance water—is the most 
important irrigation concept in southern Idaho, governing all Federal] develop. 
ment since 1920. If this had not been the test, we would have had no storage 
after American Falls. The fact that you may rarely collect on your insurance 
policy is no excuse for not having one, and the waterusers of Idaho thoroughly 
understand this, even though the utility company apparently does not. 

The second answer has also been explained in detail—much of the power pro- 
duction of the project will be used for irrigation pumping. 

The average seasonal cost to the Idaho farmer purchasing power generateg 
at Federal hydroelectric plants, to irrigate 1 acre by pumping, is $4.60, as com. 
pared to $10.40 per acre at the Utah Power & Light Co.’s rates. As the com. 
mittee concluded, much of this land could not be economically served with irri- 
gation pumping at the private utility rate. 

B, Feasibility 

The second major objection urged is that this is not a feasible project. 

Determination of feasibility, under the provisions of section 9(a) of the 
Reclamation Act of 1939, which imposed statutory standards, is the responsi- 
bility of the Bureau of Reclamation. In addition to satisfying their own 
lawyers, the Bureau’s administrators must secure the concurrence of the Bureay 
of the Budget, under the Budget Circular A-47, 

The Senate committee thoroughly reviewed all the arguments adduced by the 
power company, and concluded that the Bureau of Reclamation had acted in 
accordance with the law and applicable regulations in making the requisite 
determination of economic feasibility. 

The Congress is not in a position to get into the complexities of payout data, 
allocations, and the like. In the Senate committee the company’s spokesmen 
and the Bureau officials were required to take their differing computations into 
the conference room and come out with agreement, if possible, on the mathe 
matics. On the basis that the interest-bearing debts were repaid first, the 
Bureau and the company wound up in close agreement on lengths of the various 
repayment periods. 

The Congress gave the Bureau the duty of determining feasibility under 
specific criteria. The Bureau has certified that the project is feasible within 
these standards. 

Nevertheless, it may be worthwhile to point out the fallacy of the company's 
argument that Burns Creek should not be considered as an integral part of 
Palisades. 

The reasons why Burns Creek was investigated, designed, and proposed on the 
basis of hydraulic, electrical, and financial integration with Palisades have al- 
ready been discussed. If a manufacturer should decide that adding a smaller 
unit to his main plant would more than double his production, it is doubtful 
that he would waste his time on the academic question of what his unit cost of 
production at the second plant would be if the first plant didn’t exist. We've 
seen that Palisades is already there, and that Burns Creek and Palisades to- 
gether will more than double the output of Palisades alone. It is less than busi- 
nesslike to ask the Government to be so unrealistic as to ignore the existence of 
Palisades, the parent structure, in calculating costs and benefits of Burns 
Creek, the reregulating plant. 

No business would do it that way. The Utah Power & Light Co. would not 
calculate the economic desirability of a new steam unit as if the hydroplant 
with which it was to be integrally operated weren’t there. 

The same thing is true as to the rate structure. Burns Creek power is to be 
marketed at the Palisades rates. The Bureau of Reclamation can’t be in the 
position of charging its customers different rates, the determination to be based 
upon the plant that originates the energy. The Utah Power & Light Co. could 
not be expected to distinguish between its customers based on whether the 
energy they consumed came from its hydroplant at Grace, Idaho, where its cost 
of generation is 1.33 mills per kilowatt-hour, or its steamplant Hale No. 2, 


where the cost is 4.24 mills, or its diesel plant at Vernal, where its cost is 14.18 
mills. 
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0. Need for reregulation 

Much the same comments must be made with reference to the objection that 
the suggested need for reregulation has not been proven, or that it could be 

rovided in any event at an estimated cost of less than $9 million. 

The long-term holdover storage, the power features of Burns Creek in con- 
junction with Palisades, and all the other benefits have been calculated by the 
responsible engineers to produce development of the site. This accords with the 
statutory standards established by Congress for this type of works. 


D. There is no power shortage in the area 

At the hearings before the Senate committee, spokesmen for the Utah Power 
& Light Co. contended there was no power shortage in southern Idaho, and that 
the Burns Creek Dam threatened somehow to intrude upon the market served 
py the private utility. 

I have already fully documented the incontrovertible facts of the imminent 
shortage of power facing the very preference customers now purchasing the 
available firm power output of Palisades and the other Bureau dams. It is not 
necessary to repeat these facts here. However, the Bureau of Reclamation has 
no intention to permit the Burns Creek Dam tu intrude upon the market of the 
Utah Power & Light Co. 


Vv. CHURCH-O’'MAHONEY AMENDMENT 


There is little doubt but that the present preference customers will need the 
power developed by Burns Creek by the time the project is completed. But it 
will be seen, in S. 281, that an amendment has been added to this bill which 
would require the Secretary of the Interior to schedule installation of gen- 
erators at Burns Creek, based upon the actual load growth requirements of 
these preference customers. 

The only customers served by Palisades which do not fall in the preference 
category are the Utah Power & Light Co., and the Idaho Power Co., both of 
whom get only secondary energy. All of the firm power is committed to the 
preference customers. Nevertheless, in the effort of the Senate committee abso- 
lutely to preclude the possibility of competition between the Bureau and the 
private utility companies, this amendment, sponsored by the distinguished Sen- 
ator from Wyoming, Mr. O’Mahoney, and me, was agreed to: 

“* * * Installation of power generating facilities shall be scheduled by the 
Secretary on the basis of providing for the additional power requirements of 
those entitled to preference in the purchase thereof under the Federal recla- 
mation laws.”’ 

The preference customers are entitled to look to federally generated power 
for energy to meet their load growth. This is in accord with long established 
Federal practice. 

It should be noted that of the preference customers in the vicinity of Palisades, 
only 4 out of the 20 which buy from the Bureau of Reclamation are in the service 
area claimed by the Utah Power & Light Co. Not one of these is presently buy- 
ing any power from the Utah Power & Light Co. The Burns Creek Dam, as 
authorized by this bill, cannot invade the market of the Utah Power & Light Co. 


VI. OPPOSITION OF COAL INTERESTS 


The last subject I want to treat with is the opposition of the coal interests 
in Wyoming. 

The objections came first from the United Mine Workers district president. 
One of these was that the project was uneconomic, and data was presented 
identical to that theretofore presented by the Utah Power & Light Co. Also, 
however, it was asserted that hydroelectric plants should not be developed in 
the face of the unemployment situation in the coal industry. 

Senate committee inquiry in March of this year developed that the real con- 
cern of the coal people was the fear that, should Burns Creek be built, the 
Utah Power & Light Co. would defer its plans to build a steam generating plant 
at Kemmerer, Wyo. 

_When Senate hearings were resumed in May, this matter was clarified. The 
Utah Power Co. submitted documentary evidence and gave testimony that its 
plans at Kemmerer, were firm, and that Burns Creek Dam would not postpone 
the construction of their Kemmerer plant. 

Notwithstanding, the coal company persists in the contention that the coal 
mine employment will be adversely affected. There is nothing wrong with their 
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arithmetic. The trouble is that it is only arithmetic, for it is merely an arith. 
metical computation to determine how much coal would be necessary to produce 
an amount of energy equivalent to that which would be produced by Burns Creex 

The fallacy is, as we have already seen, that a great amount of the energy 
from Burns Creek is to be used for irrigation pumping loads, at rates possipje 
with hydroelectric generation but not possible with thermal generation. Failure 
to develop Burns Creek will not divert this load to thermal sources. 

The situation of the irrigation pumpers, who can’t afford steam generateq 
electric power, but can afford the hydroelectric power which is produced whey 
the reservoirs are being released to fill the irrigation canals, demonstrates the 
tie-in between power development and reclamation which is the keystone of the 
development of the arid mountain West. 

But this is only part of the story. It is well known that the Northwest, and 
the country at large, is approaching the end of its hydroelectric capability, 
Our fast-growing population, and the relatively faster-growing use of elec tricity, 
portends that by 1890, even in the bountiful hydro area of the Northwest, a 
substantial percentage of electric requirements will have to be met with cop. 
sumable fuels. 

In areas like ours, these fuels furnish their highest contribution in their 
ability to level out the fluctuations in energy generation which depends on river. 
flow, and is subordinate to irrigation requirements. Fuels cannot replace the 
river, but they can supplement it. Taken with the river, these fuels are put to 
their most efficient use. 

To burn coal, oil, or gas while water is falling unchecked toward the sea, is 
a wasting of assets. Coal is and will be required, and in increasing amounts, but 
to say that primary reliance should be on coal while cheaper hydropower js 
available, is not only shortsighted and wasteful, but contrary to the management 
principles the private utility itself follows. It is contrary also to the practices of 
Congress in the development of the rivers of the West, over the past half century, 


CONCLUSION 


Burns Creek has claimed long and sustained effort on my part. This is a 
project which has general approval in Idaho, which is recommended by the 
administration, which is backed by our whole delegation in Congress. 

The merits of the project cry out for recognition. The insurance water 
it will provide may well prevent a crop loss more severe than the cost of the 
dam. Asa natural extension of the Palisades project, Burns Creek Dam will re 
regulate the flow of the Snake River so that its parent structure may be oper- 
ated for optimum benefits. Burns Creek will supply urgently needed firm power 
for the shortage-plagued cooperatives and other preference customers, at pump 
ing rates the irrigators can afford. 

Finally, Burns Creek Dam will pay for itself, with interest, in less than 30 
years. It is a wise and prudent public investment. 

That is why I have so fully reviewed the facts, to place the Burns Creek Dam 
in its proper perspective in the continuing story of the development of Idaho's 
greatest artery of life, the Snake River. 

Two years ago, I concluded my presentation to the Senate on the bill to author- 
ize Hells Canyon Dam with words every bit as applicable to the bill now pending 
before us. I said: 

“The issue that underlies this bill is as old as history and as broad as man’s 
experience. All that we really have to sustain us, fundamentally, is the air, 
the soil, and the water. These are the elemental things of life. Civilizations that 
ill-used the soil and the water, have quickly withered and died, for nature's 
penalty is inexorable. But proud and prosperous have been the civilizations 
that understood the Scripture: 

‘He sendeth the springs into the valleys, which run among the hills * * * 
He causeth the grass to grow for the cattle, and herb for the service of man.’ 

“Those empires that wisely utilized the water endured the test of centuries. 
Ancient wells, aqueducts, and reservoirs, some still serviceable after two mil- 
lenia, attest to the lesson well learned. 

“Mr. President, this bill will put a wondrous water resource to wise and eff- 
cient use. It is a bill that serves no interest, save the people's interest. It isa 
good bill. It should pass.” 


Mr. Rocers. Does the gentlelady have a statement / 
Mrs. Prost. Yes, Mr. Chairman. I have a short statement. 
Mr. Rocers. You may proceed. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. GRACIE PFOST, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF IDAHO 


Mrs. Prost. Mr. Chairman, I deeply appr eas your courtesy and 
generosity in granting my request to hold this hearing so late in the 
session, particularly in view of the heavy demands on your time and 
that of the other members of this committee. However, I can assure 
you that the vital importance of this project to the people of Idaho 
justifies any attempt to expedite action on this legislation. 

Alhough the site of this project is outside my own First Congres- 
sional District, the magnitude of its benefits and the far-reaching im- 

lications of its construction and operation go beyond any district 
boundaries. 

First of all, let me describe to you the proposed Burns Creek devel. 
opment on the Snake River in Bonneville County, Idaho. To be 
located about 30 miles downstream from the Palisades Dam of the 
Bureau of Reclamation, Burns Creek would be integrated electrically, 
hydraulically, and financially with the existing Palisades project. 

“The close tie-in of Burns Creek with Palisades would result in much 
more efficient operation of that project. As a matter of fact, when 
the Palisades development was completed 2 years ago, it was recognized 
that Burns Creek would have to follow. 

The prime purpose of Burns Creek is reregulation of releases from 
the Palisades Reservoir for more efficient operation of the overall Pali- 
sades project. The plan is to build a 176-foot high rolled earth-filled 
dam to form a 234,000 acre-foot reservoir and a 90,000 kilowatt power- 

lant. Estimated construction cost is $45.4 million—about $20 mil- 
tion less than the Palisades cost. 

Of the 234,000 acre-feet reservoir capacity, 100,000 acre-feet would 
be used for long-term holdover irrigation storage. In other words, it 
would constitute effective and vitally needed insurance in time of 
drought to 650,000 acres of irrigated land along the Snake River 
downstream to Bliss, Idaho. 

The entire construction cost, except for $49,000 allocated to recrea- 
tion, would be repaid within 50 years of integrated operation with 
Palisades through power revenues. But more than that, Burns Creek 
would bring in additional millions of dollars in taxes from increased 
agricultural yields and industrial activity. These will be brought into 
being by the additional power and water facilities made available to a 
large section of Idaho. 

Burns Creek typifies the tremendous benefits to be derived from a 
multipurpose dam. In addition to irrigation and power, there are 
recreation, navigation, flood control, and wildlife advantages to the 
project. 

For example, the reservoir to be created by the dam would form 
another Idaho fishing and boating attraction that would draw hun- 
dreds of thousands of persons from within and without the State 
toenjoy more of our unparallelled outdoor resources. 

You will undoubtedly hear it characterized purely as a power proj- 
ect. This is a misconception which becomes evident when its reregu- 
lating function and full integration with the Palisades project. are 
considered. In fact, without the Burns Creek Dam. it is not possible 
to utilize the full potential of the generators already in place at Pal- 
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isades and without the long term holdover storage provided by Burns 
Creek, all the water users benefited by the Palisades development could 
suffer. The Burns Creek Dam will provide the reregulation that 
will make it possible for the full value of Palisades to be realized. 

The importance of Burns Creek to irrigation cannot be overempha- 
sized. Idaho, like so many other Western States, is semiarid. We 
in the Gem State have an unequaled potential for growth and de. 
velopment, but we must have water. Hundreds of thousands of acres 
now lying unused can be transformed by water into lush, fertile land. 
Much already has been done to spread a network of irrigation ditches 
throughout portions of Idaho. But more can and must be accom- 
plished if we are to fulfill our destiny. We desperately need large 
storage dams and coordinated development of our river basins if we 
are to bring to our people the good things in life to which they are 
entitled. 

The Burns Creek development is approved virtually unanimously 
by water users in the area served by Palisades. There is no question 
that additional storage space is needed to firm the irrigation water 
supply for the Palisades water users. As a matter of fact, the addi- 
tional space made available is already oversubscribed by canal com- 
panies, irrigation districts, and others who have indicated they want 
and need the benefits of this project. 

Power, likewise, is a lifegiving element. I will not take the time 
of the committee to go into detail about the Rural Electrification Ad- 
ministration program and public power. Nor will I describe how 
farms and cities have eagerly taken advantage of excess power de- 
veloped by the Government plants in southern Idaho. I merely want 
to emphasize that there is a severe power shortage in my State, accord- 
ing to talks I have had with many officials and private citizens in 
Idaho. This power shortage cannot be met by private plants, because 
they too, depend on Bureau of Reclamation dams for much of their 
electricity. The two biggest customers of Palisades are the Utah 
Power & Light Co. and the Idaho Power Co., both private utilities 
and both operating in southern Idaho. 

It is my understanding that the Burns Creek project would not in- 
fringe on the established load pattern and normal growth thereof of 
the Utah Power & Light Co. nor would it affect that company’s plan 
for constructing a steam generating plant at Kemmerer, Wyo. 
Growth and demand for electric energy in southern Idaho will fully 
utilize both projected additional power from Burns Creek and pro- 
jected additional power from dthiee sources such as electric steam 
plants. 

Burns Creek is the logical fruition of a program that will o 
the way to new horizons for the people of Idaho. It is the realization 
of a promise implied in the construction of Palisades. Two years 
ago, the Bureau of Reclamation recommended that a dam, power- 
plant, and reservoir, should be built 30 miles downstream from Pal- 
isades. This, said the Bureau, would more fully utilize the potential 
and capabilities of the Palisades power generators by permitting an 
unrestricted peaking operation there and leaving to a second reservolr 
the function of reregulating the storage for irrigation. 

Thus, Burns Creek is a logical and necessary followup to Palisades. 
It is as much a part of Palisades asa child to his parent. Neither can 
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exist wholly and efficiently without the other. I urge the committee 
to act favorably on this bill. 

Mr. Rogers. Do any of the other members of the subcommittee 
desire recognition before the Chair recognizes the first witness ? 

Mr. Sartor. Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. Rocers. The gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. Sayvor. I ask recognition at this time. 

It seems to me rather strange that if the Burns Creek project is half 
as important as some ya would have us believe that hearings could 
not have been arranged during the regular course of the session. We 
have sat around here from January 7, 1959, down until almost the end 
of August while our committee and other committees have worked 
diligently and there has been no request that I have seen anywhere 
along the line for anything such as hearings on a controversial matter 
such as this. It seems that Burns Creek suddenly becomes important 
near the close of every session and everybody is pushing for adjourn- 
ment. This project involves a very basic pattern in the future of this 
country. 

The Department of Interior is on record with two divergent views. 
They want one view in California in Central Valley project and they 
come up in Idaho and they take an entirely different attitude. 

Coming here in the last days of the session when people are busy 
and cleaning up matters in their offices, and having to be on the floor 
at all times, it seems to me that it is rather unfortunate that these 
hearings were set. This matter is so controversial that, as the chair- 
man knows, he has probably received more requests from a wider area 
to be heard on this bill than any other bill we have had before this 
subcommittee this year. People not only from the West but people 
from the South, people from the North, and people from the East, 
have all asked to be heard on this subject. 

People have come here from many States in the Union who are 
eg rened because of the basic philosophy that is involved in 
this bill. 

To end up with a situation where we have 1 hour, which is not to 
be unexpected in the closing days of the session, it seems to me to be 
rather a sad commentary upon this great committee. 

Mr. Asprnatt. If my sian would yield ? 

Mr. Saytor. I would be happy to. 

Mr. Asprnatt. My colleague knows that this committee, and the 

ntleman from Texas, Mr. Rogers, chairman of the subcommittee, 

id not have any idea as to how much enthusiasm there would be about 
this particular hearing until the notice was sent out. The gentleman 
knows that we have had requests from some Members of Congress to 
have a hearing, that we have had a few requests from the territory— 
from those who support and those who oppose. 

We did not have any idea that we would have as many requests as 

we have had. If this hearing serves no better use than to notify us 
that sometime next spring or winter we are going to have a real show, 
I think perhaps the hearings are worth while and I think my colleague 
would admit that. 
_ Mr. Sartor. That is the best news I have had so far. I was expect- 
ing that after the numerous requests came, we would find that this was 
not to be an open-shut affair for an hour. I know that many of the 
people who have come here-—— 
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Mr. Asprnauu. If the gentleman will yield, my colleague has known 
from the very beginning that there was to be no final decision on this 
legislation this year. 

Mr. Sartor. That, I am happy to hear; but I did not know whether 
or not this was to be the hearing. I am delighted to have the word 
from the chairman that when the session comes round next year we 
will have a hearing. 

I will not take up any more time at this point in the hearing, 
Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Harry. Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. Rocers. - ill the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Sartor. Tam happy to yield. 

Mr. Ha try. A I might say to the distinguished gentleman from 
Pennsylvania, I think it is the beginning of a rather long and extensive 
series of hearings. A lot of policymaking things are involved and 
we had tostart somewhere. I think if we get a little bit of information 
here, we will have a long time between now and the next session to 
do a little thinking. 

Mr. Saytor. I might say to my good colleague from Florida that 
I have not seen him since I rec eived word late yesterday evening by 
two telephone calls from the great State of Florida, from representa- 
tives wanting to testify on this project. 

Mr. Rocers. Let the Chair say that he personally belongs to the 
school of thought that everybody is entitled to be heard, no matter 
what he believes. As far as the setting of hearings is concerned, he 
has always tried to cooperate with people that want their projects 
heard. He has been criticized, ine identally, for not having scheduled 
a hearing on this legislation earlier, and I am sorry that we could not 
get to it before now, but other things intervened. We have to take 
these things as we go along. 

Let me say this: As far as I am personally concerned there will 
not be a quick decision on this project. It will be aired thoroughly 
and everyone will have an opportunity to be heard in the great Amer'- 

can way. 

The gentleman from West Virginia, Mr. Bailey, has a statement 
he desires to file, I believe. 


STATEMENT OF HON. CLEVELAND M. BAILEY, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF WEST VIRGINIA 


Mr. Batrey. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I do 
not have any wish to encroach on your limited time this morning. I 
have a meeting of the Education and Labor Committee at 10:30 and 
there is a matter coming up which means I must be at that session. 

I would like to ask the privilege of filing a brief on your pending 
legislation. 

Mr. Rocers. Is there objec ‘tion ? 

Mr. Battery. In opposition to the proposal. 

Mr. Rocers. If not, the gentleman from West Virginia will be 
allowed to file his statement in the record in opposition to the legis- 
lation. 

(The statement follows:) 


Mr. Chairman, and gentlemen of the committee, I appreciate this opportunity 
to present you with my views on the proposed Burns Creek development. 
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You may wonder why someone from West Virginia concerns himself with a 

oject out in Idaho. I assure you I have what to me seem very valid reasons. 
The first concerns Federal fiscal policy, and the second concerns the coal in- 
dustry, an industry very close to my hea rt. £ 

What magic does the word “reclamation” have? It seems to attract a great 
deal more interest when it comes to the appropriation of Federal funds than 
unemployment, and need, and hunger. Here the Senate has already passed a 
pill (S. 281) and this committee of the House is considering reporting the bill 
to the House to authorize construction of a $50 million project that is neither 
economically feasible nor needed. A project this week, if located in West Vir- 
ginia, would never get as far as a hearing; in fact, I am sure it would never 
have gotten a favorable report from the reporting agency. But Burns ( reek is 
tagged with that magic word “reclamation,” so here we are considering it before 
this committee, and it will probably be reported to the House and passed and 
then signed into law. ‘ 

Reclamation has long occupied a very warm spot in the heart of many of us 
far removed from the reclamation States. We have thought of reclamation as 
reclaiming otherwise worthless land so that it should provide homes and a 
livelihood for American citizens—making the desert bloom, so to speak. This 
was magic—it had a certain amount of appeal to everybody, whether they 
benefited or not. 

Do the people from the reclamation States think they can tag just any project 
“reclamation” and run it through the Congress? If you are going to try that, 
reclamation is going to lose its magic. This Burns Creek project is no more 
reclamation than a hydroelectric power project in West Virginia. How do you 
think people from depressed areas—areas where people are out of work, where 
children are hungry—are going to feel about spending $50 million building a 
power project that is uneconomical and is not needed in an area that is not 
depressed, just because it carries a reclamation tag, when we cannot get a de- 
pressed area bill through the Congress to help an area that is really in need. 

We do not have the money to help depressed areas in the East, Mr. Chair- 
man, but we can toss it around out West on a power project if the Bureau of 
Reclamation proposes it—that seems to make it automatically a reclamation 
project. This administration talks piously about economy in Government—a 
balanced budget—and then proposes something like Burns Creek. If the ad- 
ministration is going to drag out projects like this Burns Creek, I do not want 
to see them shed any more crocodile tears over economy or hear any more talk 
about there not being enough money to finance a depressed area bill. 

We used to be told that reclamation projects created wealth, generated taxes, 
etc. We were told that the power equipment installed to produce electric power 
as a byproduct of reclamation was manufactured back east and would create jobs 
in the East. Burns Creek is not going to create any wealth, it will not bring 
into production a single additional acre of land; it will not generate any taxes; 
in fact the Bureau of Reclamation estimated that if the project is constructed, 
taxes amounting to $33,984,000 that otherwise would be paid by private utilities 
during the payout period would be lost; and so far as creating jobs back east 
is concerned, the Bureau of Reclamation is purchasing about one-half of its 
electric equipment from foreign manufacturers. That certainly is not putting 
any of our people to work. 

Mr, Chairman, doesn’t this committee think, it is important to develop other 
resources besides water? (Coal is a resource and an important one, too. When 
you contemplate building Burns Creek to produce power—and that is all it will 
produce—just remember that every kilowatt-hour of power produced at Burns 
Creek means 1 pound of coal that a miner will not mine. The power that Burns 
Creek will develop will displace 20,000 man-shifts in the mines. 

Mr. Chairman, the more I think of it, the madder I get. If the Bureau of 
Reclamation and the reclamation States want to lose friends, just let them keep 
bringing in such things as Burns Creek. We in the East pay most of the taxes 
and we are getting the least amount of benefit from them. Some of the Western 
States have gotten back in Federal aid, grants, etc., several dollars for every 
dollar they have paid in taxes, while some of the Eastern States pay out in 
Federal taxes three or four times as much as they get back. You know we 
might put up with a lot of that sort of thing if there was great need in the 
Western States; but that is not the case. The West has shown tremendous 
growth—industrial, financial, and populationwise—so it is about time for it to 
start standing on its own feet. So far as I am concerned the word “reclama- 
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tion” has lost a lot of its magic and it will lose all of it if its supporters con- 
tinue to slip uneconomical, unnecessary power projects by under the guise of 
reclamation. 
Mr. Rocers. The first witness to be recognized is our colleague, Mr 
Hamer Budge, of Idaho, the author of H.R. 1235. Tee 
Mr. Budge, will you take the stand. 


STATEMENT OF HON. HAMER H. BUDGE, A REPRESENTATIVE jy 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF IDAHO 


Mr. Buper. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

At the outset, I would like to say that I shall be brief and also that 
I very much appreciated the last remarks of the chairman that this 
matter would be heard and heard in its entirety. 

As the Chair knows, I have contacted him several times during 
the year requesting hearings on this legislation. I hope there wil] 
be a complete hearing of all sides of what has been described here 
this morning as a controversy. 

I do not know whose request the Chair acceded to in calling the hear. 
ings, but I do appreciate that they have been called. 

Again, may t say that I hope the Chair will go into the matter in jts 
entirety. 

In order that we might just change the perspective here a little bit, 
I have here a copy of the August 24 Salt Lake Tribune published in 
Salt Lake City, Utah. It has photographs of a reservoir in the center 
of my congressional district near the town of Carey. This [indicat- 
ing] shows the reservoir at the beginning of the fishing season. These 
cars parked around here belong to people who are at that reservoir to 
catch trout. 

This picture [indicating] was taken last week showing thousands 
and thousands of dead trout at the bottom of that dry reservoir be- 
cause the water had to be released for irrigation. 

Here is a photograph [indicating] showing a nearby farmer as he 
is cleaning and will freeze these great big beautiful Rocky Mountain 
trout that died in that dry reservoir. There is nothing in Idaho more 
precious than our water. I think those photographs very graphically 
illustrate that. 

Mr. Chairman, the original bill on this project was introduced by 
myself on June 2, 1955, and at that time I was attempting, in coopers- 
tion with the Bureau of Reclamation and the Corps of Army Engi- 
neers, to develop all the upstream storage that we can develop on the 
Snake River and its tributaries. At that time I introduced a bill to 
authorize the construction of the Burns Creek reregulating reservoir 
and to authorize construction of a storage project referred to by the 
Bureau as the Narrows project. 

The purpose of introducing the legislation was in order that I 
might secure a report to the committee on the feasibility of those two 
projects. No report was ever received from the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion on the latter, and I assume it abandoned its investigation of the 
Narrows project. 

The Bureau originally suggested a reregulating reservoir below 
the Palisades Dam. It then suggested another type of reregulating 
reservoir larger in capacity and with power features. Then, as | 
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understand it, the present proposal was decided by the Bureau of 
Reclamation to be the most feasible one for the development of the 
river. itt , 

May I say to the Chair and the committee that these matters of 

hilosophy, I hope, will be at least minimized in the consideration of 
this legislation. The important thing is the development of the river 
and the saving of every drop of water we can save on the river. That, 
to me, is more important than some of the philosophic discussions 
which may be made as to the generation and distribution of hydro- 

tric power. 
"7 am Seinlad in my own mind that there is very definitely a need 
for a project, the nature of which this committee, after its hearings, 
will be better able to judge than am I. ’ 

I think that the Palisades project can be made even a better project 
than it is—and it is one of the most excellent ones ever const ructed 
by the Bureau of Reclamation—by the construction of a project 
downstream to reregulate the flow of the water. 

The problem is simply this: That Palisades cannot be operated as 
effectively in the present state of the Palisades project as it can by 
a hing reservoir downstream for this simple reason: If the 
water is released rapidly enough through the Palisades project to 

nerate the maximum in hydroelectric power, then it must be caught 

ownstream before it washes out the downstream irrigation works and 
the municipal powerplants and other structures along the river. 

I think that the committee can in its examination of the Bureau 
witnesses, and other witnesses, all of whom I assume will be helpful, 
determine the exact type of project which should be built. 

I want to close, Mr. Chairman, with simply the statement that again 
I am satisfied that a project is not only beneficial but actually neces- 
sary for the fullest development of that stretch of the Snake River. 

Mr. Chairman, I have here a telegram addressed to me by Mr. John 
S. Gamble, president of the Chamber of Commerce, Idaho Falls, 
Idaho, which is the nearest major city to the physical location of 
Burns Creek reregulating reservoir. 

I would ask unanimous consent, or the permission of the Chair, 
to insert the telegram at this point in the record. 

Mr. Rogers. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

(The telegram follows :) 

IpAHO FALLS, IDAHO, August 26, 1959. 


Congressman Hamer H. Bupee, 
New House Office Building, Washington, D.C.: 


Regret budget limitations prevent sending spokesman to Burns Creek hearings 
as we did in May 1958. Appreciate your placing this summary of our position 
on record. 

Idaho Falls chamber and water users in complete agreement regarding urgent 
need for constructing Burns Creek Dam as integral part of Palisades project. 
Irrigation storage at Burns Creek will help fill unmet needs of irrigators who 
oversubscribed storage at Palisades Reservoir. Also provides priceless insurance 
water for inevitable drought years. 

Benefits of reregulating dam between Palisades and diversion points of irriga- 
tion canals, to assure even supply of water during irrigation season, of para- 
mount importance. 

Burns Creek also offers major power and recreation benefits. We urge com- 
mittee and House approval of Burns Creek project. 

JOHN S. GAMBLE, 
President, Chamber of Commerce. 
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Mr. Bunce. Again, may I express my thanks to the chairman fo, 
conducting these hearings. 

Mr. Rogers. Thank you, Mr. Budge. 

Are there any questions of Mr. Budge? 

Mr. AsptnatL. Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. Rocers. The gentleman from Colorado. 

Mr. Aspinai. There is a personal friendship between the gentle. 
man from Idaho, Mr, Budge, and myself, but I wish to make this state. 
ment in observation: In his role this morning pleading with this com. 
mittee about his contention as to policies we have to follow, he pe. 
minds me of some of my constituents who were here recently who said, 
“We want common application as such. This matter is more e¢o. 
nomical for you to go ahead and grant our request.” 

In other words, I think that all of us have a certain tendency to say 
we should not follow general policy when our own projects are being 
considered. 

Mr. Budge, if it were not for the fact that there is some river regula. 
{ion in this project and that it can be integrated into the Snake River 
development, this committee would not have any jurisdiction; would 
It ¢ 

Mr. Buner. No; and if it turns out to be true, as some people have 
said, that this is a straight power project, I would not be urging the 
committee to pass it. 

That has been my position always before this committee, as the gen- 
tleman knows. 

Mr. AsprnaLt. What we will have to do, of course, is to pay at- 
tention to the evidence that comes in and try to reconcile that with the 
policy and jurisdiction which this committee has; is that right? 

Mr. Buper. I think that is true. 

The Reclamation Act, as the chairman of the full committee well 
knows, provides that power shall be incidental to the reclamation 
features. If this turns out to be something else, then I would assume 
that the committee would, as it has in the past, follow the basic recla- 
mation law. 

I may say to the Chair that in line with his statement as to economy, 
that if this project turns out to be one which would not repay the 
investment to the Federal Government, then I would not be interested 
in it. 

Mr. Asprnauti. This happens to be a very good project as far as its 
economic capabilities are concerned and there is no question about 
that. I hope that there will not be any qeustions raised as far as our 
hearings are concerned. 

The benefit-cost ratio over a 50-year period is 1.21 to 1. There is no 
question about that. 

What I was suggesting was that the sponsors not make a suggestion 
that we not pay too much attention to philosophy. By that you 
meant policy. That is the only philosophy we are interested in here. 
We do have to pay attention to those things. 

Mr. Buper. I would simply say this: My request was that the phil 
osophy be minimized in the consideration of the testimony before the 
committee. , 

Mr. Asprnauti. That is where I say you were speaking as an inter: 
ested party in this project. If you were talking about some other 
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roject—and I could name five of them on my fingers—you would 
more than likely take the other side because of the policies we have 
been following, and perhaps you do not agree with me, and I do not 
with you. 
oir. ee By the same token, I assume that the chairman would 
feel that this was a very excellent project from his point of view. 

Mr. Uniman. Mr. Chairman ? 

Mr. Rogers. I think the gentleman from Pennsylvania, Mr. Saylor, 
asked for the floor. 

Mr. Savior. First, I would like to pay tribute to our colleague, a 
former member of this committee, for his insistence upon a hearing. 
[ do not think there has been more than a 3-day period which has 
elapsed between his visits to me since this session of ( ongress started. 
The gentleman from Idaho has not come to me and tried to arrange 
hearings on this project throughout this session of Congress. 

I can say that there has been nobody that I know of who has been 
more anxious to have hearings than the gentleman who has just testi- 
fied. : of ues 

I might say, however, that there are some points of difference be- 
tween the witness and myself with regard to this project. 

Mr. Budge, as to your statement that you hope we will not get 
involved in philosophy, I would like to call your attention to the fact 
that the first case that went to the Supreme Court in 1935 requesting 
the philosophy of the Tennessee Valley Authority was decided by the 
Supreme Court in that electric power would only be incidental to the 
control of navigation. You have mentioned that you felt that in any 
reclamation project power could only be incidental. An examination 
of a report from the Department of Interior favoring this project 
indicates that 98.2 percent of the'cost of this project is power and 
1.7 percent is incidental and one-tenth of 1 percent is reclamation. 

Back in the eastern part of the United States, where it has been my 
privilege to have been born and raised, when we discuss something 
incidental, it is usually the smaller part. 

I would like to ask you whether or not the philosophy of the people 
in your section of the country is that one-tenth of 1 percent is the 
majority and 99.9 percent is incidental ? 

Mr. Buper. I think we use the same arithmetic in Idaho that you 
use in Pennsylvania. 

I feel, Mr. Saylor, the reason I have requested your cooperation in 
securing hearings and the reason I have contacted the Chair very fre- 
quently to secure hearings, is because I think this committee is very 
able to decide what type of project should be built in order to secure 
the maximum development of the Snake River. I am very happy 
to leave that matter in the hands of this committee because I think the 
people on this committee are very well versed in this subject. 

Mr. Asprnau. If my colleague would yield ? 

Mr. Savior. Yes. 

_ Mr. Asprnaty. The gentleman from Idaho has already received a 
$900,000 appropriation, conditional appropriation, for this project ; is 
that right / 

Mr. Buper. That is correct. 

Would the chairman permit me to give the history of that? 
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Mr. Asprnat. I do not think you need to. I just wanted the recorg 
to show that the gentleman from Idaho has been pressing for action 
on this project. That is all I had in mind and that is the only thing 
for which I asked my friend to yield to me. 

Mr. Buper. Mr. Chairman, the Congress has appropriated $500,009 
to commence construction of the Burns Creek project, if and when 
authorized by this committee and the Congress. 

I assume that if it were authorized by this committee and by the 
Congress that it would be a proper project to utilize the $500,009 
which has been appropriated. The reason it was appropriated was 
because I was attempting to avoid a 1-year delay in the construction 
of the project. 

Mr. Asprnatu. I thank you. 

Mr. Saytor. The second question I would like to ask my colleague 
from Idaho is with regard to his statement that this reservoir was 
necessary because of the operation of the Palisades powerplant, 

I would like to read you a letter from the Assistant Secretary of 
the Interior, Fred G. Aandahl, dated September 26, 1958, addressed 
to the Honorable John Taber, minority member of the House Appro. 
priations Committee: 

DearR Mr. Taser: This will acknowledge your letter of September 8, 1958 to 
the Commissioner of Reclamation requesting copies of contracts and informa. 
tion about the Palisades project of the Bureau of Reclamation. 

We are inclosing one copy each of the seven power contracts covering the 
disposal of power from the project. Extra copies of the repayment contracts 
are not available in the Office of the Commissioner of Reclamation and that 
Office is requesting them from its regional office. 

We are also requesting that the Bureau furnish us a tabulation of the esti- 
mated monthly kilowatt-hour output at Palisades and the corresponding peak 
generation, for both average and adverse water-year conditions. 

I am surprised that you have had to ask for it. Recalling the tes. 
timony when the Palisades project was authorized, the Bureau had 
no question then of knowing what they were going to produce in the 
way of power. Their justification in their report stated what the 
capacity of Palisades would be, and after it has been completed, they 
do not have it. It is rather an unusual and anomalous situation. 
Continuing further with the letter: 

The Palisades project was reauthorized by the Congress in 1950. This re 
authorization was based on a supplemental report which is printed as House 
Document 720, 8ist Congress. This report makes clear that the production of 
power at Palisades Dam will be entirely incidental to the operation of the reser- 
voir for irrigation and flood control. It further states (p. 10) under “Power” 
that the production of firm power is possible only because a certain amount of 
water must be passed through the reservoir during the winter to fill the prior 
storage right of American Falls Reservoir. 

By terms of the water users repayment contracts for irrigation storage space 
in the Palisades Reservoir, some latitude is allowed for exchange of water be 
tween the various reservoirs of the system. The purpose is to maximize benefits 
for irrigation as well as benefits for power as long as irrigation is not ad 
versely affected. However, any change in the normal operating procedures for 
Palisades Reservoir which would benefit power would have to be agreeable to 
the irrigation interests before the change could be put into effect. 


Now pay particular attention to the next paragraph. 


Considering the existing system and the above facts, the Palisades powerplant 
could not be operated in such a fashion as to create downstream surges detri- 
mental to irrigation. 
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When the Assistant Secretary of the Interior sends to the House 
Appropriations Committee a statement that you cannot operate that 
dam so as to create downst ream surges det rimental to Irrigation, could 

ou tell this committee why any dam is needed at Burns Creek? 

Mr. Bunce. I shall be happy to attempt to try. 

I think the Secretary’s letter points up the exact need for the Burns 
Creek project. He says, and very rightly so, that the Palisades project 
shall not be operated in any way which shall be inimical to the irri- 

tion interests downstream. 

In other words, that he is not going to release water fast enough 
out of the Palisades Reservoir through the Palisades powerplant so 
that we will have surges downstream which would be detrimental to 
the irrigation works. He says he cannot run the water through fast 
enough now because of the fact that it would cause the surges down- 
stream. : 

That is the reason for the Burns Creek reregulating reservoir, to 
catch those surges and to rerelease the water in a manner which will 
not cause the downstream damage to the irrigators. 5 

I may say that I am wholeheartedly in agreement with the Secre- 
tary’s statement that he feels that the irrigation interests should come 
first. 

Mr. Sartor. Do you feel that the Congress, when it passed the 
Palisades Authorizing Act, in which they specifically stated that the 
dam was to be operated only incidentally for the production of power, 
should be abrogated by this or any future Congress? 

Mr. Buper. I would say to the gentleman from Pennsylvania that I 
think the Bureau of Reclamation was somewhat remiss in not calling 
attention to the need for a reregulating reservoir at the time the Pali- 
sades project was authorized. 

I might also say this, however: That the Bureau of Reclamation 
at the time of the authorization of the Palisades project had no knowl- 
edge of the fact that it would develop a very substantial electrical sum- 
mer load by reason of the recent downstream irrigation pumping, 
which has developed in the area, and which the Bureau had no means 
of knowing at the time it recommended the passage of the Palisades 
project, and no mention was made of a reregulating reservoir. 

Mr. Sartor. Has this increase in power, as requested by the irriga- 
tors, exceeded the normal output of the Palisades Reservoir? 

Mr. Buper. I think definitely. There has been in southern Idaho 
avery substantial, I would say in the neighborhood of probably 250,000 
acres, maybe 300,000 acres of new land brought in by pump irrigation 
which requires electricity in the last, say, 7 or 8 years, which is subse- 

uent of course to the authorization and start of construction of the 

alisades project. 

Mr. Sartor. I gather from your statement, Mr. Budge that it is 
your belief that these power users use more power than is produced 
at Palisades itself ? 

Mr. Buper. Oh yes. 

Mr. Saytor. For pumping alone? 

Mr. Buper. Yes. A lot of the power was contracted for at the time 
Palisades was 

Mr. Sartor. Now 
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Mr. Bunce. I would say the available power; maybe not all of th 
power, but all that the Bureau has to sell. 

Mr. Sartor. Now, you are coming down to the fact, Mr. Budge 
that the Bureau has sold and gotten several contracts for power and 
given it to preference customers in the area and_ now finds that the 
primary purpose for which this dam was created, basically for the aig 
of irrigation and reclamation, has created a shortage of power and 
therefore, you are coming and asking that this additional sour 
of power be created ? 

Mr. Bupcr. No; I am not, and I would disagree with the gentle. 
man’s statement that the initial purpose of the Palisades was to pro. 
vide electricity for irrigation. It was not. 

Mr. Sayvor. I did not say that this was to provide power for irriga. 
tion. The primary purpose of the Palisades was to create water for 
irrigation. 

Mr. Bunce. That is correct. 

Mr. Sartor. And as a result, and to assist the water users in help- 
ing to pay for the project, there was a certain amount of power to 
be produced at the Palisades. 

Mr. Buper. That is correct. 

Mr. Sartor. The primary purpose of that power is to assist the 
water users where they need it and it is for their benefit. 

Mr. Buper. No. The contracts that the Bureau entered into, for 
example, with the city of Idaho Falls, which is, I think, the most 
substantial user of the power from Palisades, the firm power; I think 
that contract was entered into before the Bureau had any knowledge 
of the new load which has occurred that someone must service for the 
irrigation pumping which has developed since the signing of the 
original contracts. 

Mr. Sartor. Do you know, Mr. Budge, whether or not these seven 
contracts which have been referred to in the letter to Mr. Taber by 
Mr. Aandahl allow the Bureau of Reclamation to recapture this power 
and to use it or turn it over to the irrigators for their own use? 

Mr. Bupee. I do not. 

Mr. Saytor. Would you approve of such a policy? You do not 
need to answer that. That is politically hot out there. I can tell 
you I do. 

Mr. Bupee. I do not think it is politically hot. 

Mr. Saywor. If they are going to use it, I want to use it for the 
people for whom the dam was built and! not the townspeople who 
live in the town. 

Mr. Bunce. I would assume that the Bureau, in order to serve 
preference customers, should put a recapture clause in but it has not 
done so in many instances that I know of, and I do not know whether 
it did in this instance. 

Mr. Hosmer. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Sartor. The gentleman from Florida asked me to yield first 
Then I will. 

Mr. Hauey. Mr. Budge, what is the difference between this project 
and the Hells Canyon project ? 

Mr. Bunce. There is a very, very substantial difference. To star 
with the Hells Canyon project proposed to store 3,800,000 acre-feet 
of water. It created a storage demand which was inconsistent with, 
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and which would compete with the irrigation storage along the 
river. The Burns Creek project has a storage of only 100,000 acre- 
feet and it is located at an elevation of 6,000 feet rather than 600 
feet, and the storage can be used in Idaho before it reaches a canyon 
where no irrigation is possible, such as the Hells Canyon. 

Mr. Hater. Let me ask you this: If this is principally for storage 
of water, couldn’t we build a storage dam for a very small amount 
of cost of this and regulate the flow of water, if that is one of the 
desirable features of this project ? 

Mr. Buver. I would say to the gentleman from Florida that I think 
that is the most important feature, next to the proper regulation of 
the river. ‘The storage is the most important feature and I think it is 
the function of this committee to determine what is the best type of 

roject to be built at that place on the river. 

Mr. Hater. In other words, if the committee decided that merely 
a storage dam would serve the purpose you would not be opposed to 
that ? 

Mr. Buper. No. I think any development which can occur at that 
point which will regulate the river and which will store additional 
water would certainly meet my approval. 

Mr. Hatey. I would like to make this observation, Mr. Chairman. 
Apparently, this is quite a controversial bill. I notice the report 
came over here from the other body, which of course is not unusual, 
I might say. 

This bill or a similar bill had approximately a day of hearing over 
in the other committee and passed that body, apparently by unani- 
mous consent. 

I would certainly hope, and I know that the Chair will see, that in 
the consideration of this matter, at least on this side of the House, 
that we go very thoroughly into the project and give everybody an 
5 ngren to be heard. uss 

he gentleman said something just a little while ago about this 
tying in with another project out there; is that right ? 

Mr. Bunce. Yes, sir. It would be operated as an adjunct to the 
Palisades project and would be located just a few miles downstream 
from the Palisades project. 

Mr. Harry. Mr. Budge, are we beginning to build up on the Snake 
River out there projects that we must authorize one and then because 
of the construction of that, we must authorize another ? 

In other words, it is rounding out the power facilities? Is that 
about the story ? 

Mr. Buper. As I said before, I think that the Bureau was some- 
what remiss in not mentioning this reregulating feature at the time of 
the authorization of Palisades but that question, of course, could be 
better directed to the Bureau witnesses. 

Ido not know why they did not mention it. 

Mr. Harry. Probably in time I will ask them that question. I am 
afraid some of our projects in the West require us to get into a situa- 
tion where in seubiides out projects we will have something building 
up as we have in the Tennessee Valley Authority, where we finally 
will round them out to where it will round out to the high-water 
mark of the United States if we continue to do this. It just seems to 

51710—60—_5 
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me that this to me is purely and simply a power project. I see yo 
place in the bill or in the report that would justify this proje 
cept as purely and simply a power project. 

Mr. Rocers. If the gentleman will yield, Mr. Haley, with relation 
Y your fears about a full hearing, I think the gentleman from F lorida 

‘as not here when the Chair made the observation that there would 
be a full hearing. 

I might say developments up to the present indicate this will not 
be acted upon with unanimity. 

Mr. Hatey. I am sure that same situation will prevail here on this 
committee, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Saytor. Mr. Chairman, I might say to my good colleague from 
Florida that with regard to the Bureau’s not having made this recom. 
mendation when Palisades project was before us, the Palisades project 
had a little difficulty before this committee. I happen to have beep 
a member when it was discussed, and when it was reauthorized, and 
if the Bureau of Reclamation had tried to tie this Burns Creek into 
it, then you would not have had this Palisades project authorized. 

Mr. Harry. Will you yield? 

Mr. Sayior. Lam happy to yield. 

Mr. Hater. That is what the gentleman from Florida is complain- 
ing about. Had this project been. at the time of the other project, 
presented to this committee, it probably would have had considerably 
more difficulty and here apparently we are building up these projects 
a step at a time, so to speak. 

If the gentleman will yield further, I would like to say to the gen- 
tleman, Mr. Budge, that I would like to commend him for his : activity 
in behalf of this project. 

Just a few moments ago he said he was able to get a half-million 
dollars appropriated. 

I have a project that has been authorized for about 14 years and 
I do not seem to be able to get any authorization, so I might say to 
the gentleman, he has been very active and I commend him for his 
fine representation of his people out there in being able prior to the 
authorization of a project to get some money in the till, so to speak, 
You have done a swell job. 

Mr. Buner. If I could get the same kind of cooperation here every- 
body would be happy. 

Mr. Savor. I yield to my colleague from California. 

Mr. Hosmer. Following upon the remark of the gentleman from 
Florida, I would like to say that when Mr. Budge appears before us, 
I just do not see a Congressman testifying; I see a great, octopus 
whose long tentacles have reached through this committee and the 
US Treasury for one Idaho project after another as they went 
through the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy for the national 
reactor test station at Arco I am not proposing to be lulled asleep by 
some of the statements he has made. I think it is a great tribute to 
him, creating power, but I think it has to stop sometime. 

Excuse me for expressing this opinion but I think we all know that 
when Mr. Budge goes after something, if we do not work pretty hard, 
inevitably wee ndt up with his project on our hands. 

Mr. Buper. If I continue to compete with the 30 Congressmen from 
California I shall think I have done a very good job. 
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Mr. Hosmer. As I understand you said at the time the Palisades was 
authorized, the Bureau did not have any idea that they were going to 
need electricity to pump water’ — . 

Mr. Buper. Pump irrigation in 1950 when the Palisades project 
was authorized was just commencing in southern Idaho on any large 
scale. The greatest development has occurred since the Palisades 
project. was not only authorized but under construction. 

Mr. Hosmer. Was this the area that is calculated to be served by 
the Palisades that is now being served ¢ 

Mr. Buver. No. Palisades was built to serve surface irrigation 
by the canal and placing it in irrigation ditches so that it runs by 
oravity flow to irrigate the land. 

Palisades has never had any direct connection with the pump 
irrigation, except as a source of hydroelectric power to serve the 
pumps, which are not connected. . 

Most of that is private irrigation and it has no connection with 
the Palisades project except through electricity. 

Mr. Hosmer. Except that it takes the water out ? 

Mr. Buper. No. 

Mr. Hosmer. It takes the electricity 4 

Mr. Buper. It takes a portion of the electricity. 

A portion of the electricity from this project is being used at the 
Government project near Rupert, Idaho, known as the Minodoka 
North Side project, a very substantial portion of the power. 

Mr. Hosmer. This Burns Creek project is downstream a few miles 
from the Palisades project ¢ 

Mr. Buper. That is correct. 

Mr. Hosmer. You have a section 8 in your bill that says water 
from this project will not be used to serve new areas—not any areas, 
but just new areas, where they grow surplus crops. That is not going 
to be of any help at all in irrigating surplus crops out of the Palisades 
inall that vast new area where you are pumping and it is not going to 
stop you from taking electricity back upstream to pump water on Jand 
to grow surplus crops up there, is it, according to section 6 4 

Mr. Buper. No; not from the electricity standpoint it certainly 
would not and, as I say, most of that is private development but the 
water that is stored in the reservoir is not to be used for growing of 
surplus crops. 

I donot think you can place a limitation on the electricity. 

Mr. Hosmer. It is not contemplated for any irrigation ; is it? 

[sn’t this 99 percent power ? 

Mr. Buper. That is the allocation made by the Bureau. I think 
these photographs very graphically illustrate that any storage which 
can be achieved on the Snake River is worth a great deal, and perhaps 
cannot be adequately expressed in the breakdown of the Bureau as to 
its allocations between power and benefits to irrigation. 

Mr. Hosmer. Yes; but here we have spent all this money in a time 
of surplus and you put section 6 in here regarding a project that is a 
rereguiating project, 2 percent of it, at least. How in the world are 
you going to stop that water from getting onto somebody’s land 
down below and growing crops? This is meaningless: is it not? 
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Mr. Buper. Of course, I did not exactly put the language in. The 
language was put in in the other body and made sort of routine pro- 
cedure in all projects of this nature. 

That is how it happens to be in this bill. 

Mr. Hosmer. I compliment the gentleman in the draftsmanship of 
this thing because it would lead us to believe that at least by that 
section we would be accomplishing something with regard to these 
farm surpluses but on the other hand, all it does is provide power 
to pump water on new land to raise surplus crops; isn’t that right? 

Mr. Bupcr. No. I do not see that the Burns Creek project js 
intended to bring new land into production. 

Mr. Hosmer. I think that is all. I yield back. 

Mr. Rocers. Would the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Sartor. I will be happy to. 

Mr. Rocers. In view of the situation in relation to time, let the 
Chair make this observation. I know the witnesses have other com- 
mitments and would like to have something definite. 

I want to make this unanimous-consent request at this time: That all 
those witnesses listed who desire to insert their statements in the record 
may do so and the same will be included in the record as if they had 
been read in full. Of course, that will be done subject to the con- 
formance to House rules of these statements. 

If any of the witnesses desire to do that, you can file your statements 
with the clerk. 

Is there objection to that request ? 

Mr. Sayuor. Reserving the right to object, Mr. Chairman—— 

Mr. Rocers. The gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. Sartor. And I do not expect to object to the request, but I want 
it strictly understood that the filing of statements by any witnesses 
doesn’t preclude their coming back and being examined by members 
of this committee. 

Mr. Rogers. Let the Chair say this: Not only doesn’t it preclude 
their coming back, but they may stay here if they want to sweat these 
hearings out. 

Mr. Buper. Would the Chair entertain a request ? 

Mr. Lynn Crandall of Idaho is here. 

Mr. Rogers. We have one request pending. Let me finish that one. 

Mr. Haley. 

Mr. Hatey. Reserving the right to object, and I was going to ask 
the same question of the gentleman of Pennsylvania, it will not pre- 
clude any person who files a statement from coming back later for 
questioning. } 

May I ask the Chair this: Does the Chair propose to hold hearings 
sometime within the near future ? 

Mr. Rocers. Let the Chair say this: That we are going to be forced 
to play this thing by ear, so to speak, and I do hope to have some more 
hearings before the end of this week. This being Thursday, we will 
either have them this afternoon, if possible, or sometime tomorrow, but 
we will just have to wait and see what develops in view of the housing 
bill that is before the House. 

All witnesses can get in touch with the clerk of the committee and 
find out what the plan is for this afternoon. 
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Mr. Hater. Of course, the Chair knows that we have a very impor- 
tant bill on the floor of the House today in which all the members here 
have some interest. 

I hope the Chair does not intend to try to get unanimous consent 
tosit this afternoon. ny. ; 

I would be constrained to object if he did. 

Mr. Rocers. He will keep that in mind if he gets any ideas about it. 

Is there any objection ? : 

The Chair hears none. It is so ordered that the witnesses may file 
their statements. 

Mr. Budge, did you have a request ? 

Mr. Buvcr. Mr. Chairman, I would very much appreciate the com- 
mittee hearing as early as possible Mr. Lynn Crandall, who was for 
many, many years an employee of the Geological Survey, and also 
served as watermaster of the Snake River. I think that Mr. Crandall’s 
knowledge of the river is probably greater than that of any living 

rson, and I think that he could contribute quite a good deal to these 
Searing. 

Mr. Rocers. Thank you, Mr. Budge. 

We will reach him just as quickly as possible. 

Are there any other questions from Mr. Budge? 

Mr. Utuman. Mr. Chairman, just a quick question. 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Ullman. 

Mr. Uttman. Is there any opposition in your district to this project, 
Mr. Budge? 

Mr. Buper. I have heard opposition expressed to it, yes. 

Mr. Uttman. Do you know of any formal opposition? Do you 
know the position of the Boise, Idaho, Chamber of Commerce? 

Mr. Boner. I have never heard an expression from them one way 
or another. 

Mr. Uttman. I notice the Idaho Power Co. is not listed as a wit- 
ness. Are you aware of their position on the project ? 

Mr. Bupver. Iam not. I have had nothing to do with the schedul- 
ing of the witnesses, I would say to the gentleman. 

Mr. Uttman. You are not aware of their position on the project? 

Mr. Buper. Iam not. It seems to me, they have taken a position 
in opposition in the other body. So far as I know, they have taken 
no position in the hearings that have been conducted here. The Utah 
Power & Light Co. I believe testified before this committee on this 
billa year or so ago in opposition. 

Mr. Sartor. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Utiman. I yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. Sartor. In view of the fact you have raised the posi‘ion of 
the Idaho Power Co., it is my good fortune to have a telegram which 
I received this morning from T. E. Roach, president of the Idaho 
Power Co. I would like to read it. It is addressed to me. It says: 


Borss, Ipano, August 26, 1959. 
Hon. Jonn Sartor, 


House Office Building, Washington, D.C.: 


Please file for inclusion in record of Irrigation Subcommittee hearing sched- 


ae for August 27 on the proposed Burns Creek project, the following state- 
ment: 


“Senate hearings of March 16 and May 11, 1959, on Senate bill 281 clearly 
show that proposed development is 98 percent power. The reasons advanced 
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in support of bill is claimed urgent power needs of preference customers plus 
the new and surprising position of Bureau witness Bennett that Federal Goy- 
ernment has continuing utility obligation to provide future power requirements 
of such preference customers, thus making power generation a primary func. 
tion instead of an incident to irrigation. There is neither a present shortage 
of power in this area nor any shortage foreseeable at any time in the future 
Neither has there ever been a shortage in past years, as records will show, 
because investor-financed, taxpaying utilities have kept generating capacity 
well ahead of need. Our large hydro projects now building under authority 
of Federal Power Commission license give continuing assurance of ample power 
supply for all needs, including those of preference customers. The Brownlee 
unit is complete and providing the area with a generous surplus of power Sup- 
ply. Oxbow is well on way to completion and Hells Canyon is scheduled for 
completion late in 1964, which is the approximate time planned for completion 
of Burns Creek. 

“Our recently executed integration contract with Reclamation Bureau gives 
that agency as much added firm energy as is expected from Burns Creek ang 
without expenditure by Government of any capital funds. Load forecast chart 
on page 98 of Senate hearing report reflects benefits of this integration. Same 
chart, however, forecasts deficiency on Bureau system beginning in 1965 but 
completely disregards availability of ample power from our system to Supply 
this need if and when it arises. With our Hells Canyon unit in operation 
in 1965, we will have more than adequate power supply for most optimistic 
forecast of area needs, including need of Bureau preference customers, Con- 
sequently, no valid basis can be established that Burns Creek is needed to 
to supply needs forecast in that chart for period beginning in 1965. Appendix of 
Senate hearing report at page 111 includes my letter of March 25, 1959, to 
Senator Church, setting forth position of Idaho Power with respect to endorse. 
ment of a practical reregulating dam which can be built for small fraction of 
proposed expenditure but opposing proposed unneeded power features. Ap- 
pendix also includes at page 115, my letter of March 27, 1959, to Senator 
Dworshak, pointing out adequacy of summer supply from Bureau's own system, 
The records and facts demonstrate beyond question that there is no shortage 
of either summer or winter power now or foreseeable in the future and that 
any commitment of Federal funds for a power installation at Burns Creek is 
unjustified and would constitute a wasteful and unnecessary expenditure ata 
time when economy is so important.” 

T. E. Roacn, 
President, Idaho Power Oo. 


Mrs. Prost. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Utiman. I yield. 

Mrs. Prost. They do not say in their telegram that the only way 
those farmers can get supplemental] irrigation water is to pump it and 
have to pay the Idaho Power Co. $10 per acre to pump the subterran- 
ean water whereas if they had Government reservoir water it would 
cost. $4.50. That is the difference between people in that area being 
able to make a profit on their farm operation and not being able to. 

The gentleman knows $5.50 an acre is quite a sizable sum when it 
comes to irrigating. 

Mr. Utiman. I thank the gentlewoman for pointing that fact out. 
T am happy to have this on the record because I think we pretty well 
have the opposition to the project pinpointed at. this stage of the game. 
I thank the gentleman. TI yield back. 

Mr. Hosmer. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rocers. Mr. Hosmer. 

Mr. Hosmer. I would like to ask the lady from Idaho what they 
grow on this land they are irrigating. 

Mrs. Prost. The majority of the land particularly in my district 
which is in Lemhi and Custer Counties is a cattle-raising area and 
they simply grow hay, grain, and pasture and they need subterranean 
water in order to supplement their irrigation needs. 
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Mr. Hosmer. Is wheat grown there? 

Mrs. Prost. Very little wheat. There is some wheat in southeast 
Idaho. There are no large farms. The large wheat area is in north- 
ern Idaho where there is not so much irrigation. The wheat crop in 
southern Idaho is not a major one. 

Mr. Rocers. The Chair has a request from Mr. Staggers of West 
Virginia that he desires to insert a statement in opposition to the 


roject. 
Without objection, his statement will be inserted at this point. 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., August 27, 1959. 
To: The Honorable Wayne N. Aspinall, chairman, Interior and Insular Affairs 
Committee, U.S. House of Representatives. 
From: Representative Harley O. Staggers, Second District, West Virginia. 
Subject: Opposition to Burns Creek project. 

Mr. CHAIRMAN: I would like to make a matter of record my opposition to S. 
981 and H.R. 1235, which would authorize the Secretary of Interior to con- 
struct, operate, and maintain a reregulating reservoir, powerplant, and related 
facilities at the Burns Creek site on the Snake River Valley, Idaho. 

Although this project is in southeastern Idaho, I believe its effect would be 
detrimental to our State of West Virginia. Inasmuc ‘h as Burns Creek would 
primarily be a power project, it would reduce the amount of coal needed for 
power generation in the area by thousands of tons annually. It is felt this 
would be harmful, not only to the coal mines in that section of the country, 
put to the coal industry of the Nation as a whole. 

West Virginia is the largest bituminous coal-producing State in the Nation. 
I feel the Burns Creek project would have a harmful effect on our State and the 
coal industry. 


Mr. Rocrers. The House is now in session and this committee is sit- 
ting in violation of the rules. 

We will stand adjourned until the call of the Chair. 

(Whereupon, at 11:02 a.m., the committee adjourned to the call of 
the Chair.) 








Suse 


The 
mitter 
man ¢ 

Mr 
be in 

The 
the H 


STAT: 


Mr. 
fore ¢ 
staten 
ming, 
the re 

Mr. 

Mr. 
letter. 

Mr. 
other 

Mr. 

Mr. 

The 
Of cc 
jectio: 
later. 

Mr. 

Mr. 
presid 
recorc 

(TI 


TEST 


My 1 
Resour 
Wyo. 
the St: 


resourc 





BURNS CREEK PROJECT, IDAHO 


FRIDAY, AUGUST 28, 1959 


THovusk or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SuscOMMITTEE ON IRRIGATION AND RECLAMATION, OF THE 
CoMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D.C. 


The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess, at 9:45 a.m., in the com- 
mittee room, New House Office Building, Hon. Walter Rogers (chair- 
man of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Mr. Rocers. The Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation will 
be in order, for further consideration of S. 281 and H.R. 1235. 

The first witness scheduled to appear this morning is our colleague, 
the Honorable Keith Thomson. 


STATEMENT OF HON. KEITH THOMSON, A U.S. REPRESENTATIVE 
FROM THE STATE OF WYOMING 


Mr. Tuomson. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, be- 
fore going into my remarks, I would like to submit to the committee 
statements from the Natural Resource Board of the State of Wyo- 
ming, President J. B. Wilson, and ask that they be made a part of 
the record at the proper place as opponents to the project. 

Mr. Rogers. How many statements ? 

Mr. Tuomson. There is just one. It is only a page and a half 
letter. 

Mr. Rocers. Without objection, the statement will be inserted with 
other statements and testimony of the opposition. 

Mr. Tuomson. Shall I proceed with my statement ? 

Mr. Rocers. In a moment. 

The gentleman from Florida wants to reserve the right to object. 
Of course, that cannot be held over. There either has to be an ob- 
eee made, or not. If he wants to object, I will put the question 
ater. 

Mr. Hatey. I have no objection. 

Mr. Rocrrs. Without. objection the testimony of J. P. Wilson, 
president of the Wyoming Resources Board, will be placed in the 
record at the proper place. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


TESTIMONY OF J. B. WILSON, PRESIDENT, WYOMING NATURAL Resource BoarD 


My name is J. B. Wilson, McKinley, Wyo., president of the Wyoming Natural 
Resource Board, whose main office is 215 Supreme Court Building, Cheyenne, 
Wyo. The Wyoming Natural Resource Board is a duly authorized agency of 


the State government, charged by law with the full development of the natural 
resources of our State. 
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The purpose of this statement is to request this subcommittee to recommen( 
against the passage of S. 281 concerning the construction of the Burns Creek 
project. 

As a State agency charged with the development of our State’s natura] re. 
sources, it is apparent to us that the construction of the Burns Creek project 
to generate 90,000 kilowatts of power represents competition to power that can 
be generated by Wyoming coal. Testimony already presented at previous 
Senate hearings on this bill, lists the coal displacement loss at 250,000 additional 
tons of coal per year and the employment loss at 100 to 120 additional persons 
if this project were to be built. The Kemmerer area is a depressed employment 
area and at a time when other economically depressed areas are receiving attep. 
tion in Congress, this would seem to be of important interest to this committee. 
Also, the tax valuation represented by the coal to be mined is an important 
aspect to the local and to the State’s economy. 

As a board interested in water development, we sympathize with the necessity 
for additional irrigation storage on the Snake River, but see nothing in the 
available record that would indicate this could not be built without the power 
feature and there is testimony that it could actually be accomplished at a more 
favorable cost. Reregulation, which in the bill is listed as a major objective. 
could be obtained at only a fraction of the cost of the project as listed in §, 29) 

In examining the records of the hearing before the Senate, our board must 
subscribe to the minority views of Senator Barry Goldwater, of Arizona, as 
printed in Senate Committee Report No. 439, wherein the Senator points out 
that as a power project by itself Burns Creek would produce very high cost 
power. The below-cost power is actually made possible by diversion of reclama- 
tion funds from Palisades and thus reclamation will subsidize tthe Burns Creek 
power users. The project is therefore detrimental to reclamation. <A positive 
need for this power project has not been shown. The demand and future de- 
mand in the area can be supplied by private utilities. Subsidation in the form 
of increased public power to communities is not in the public interest. If the 
sureau is to continue to supply public power to all preference communities and 
their anticipated growth over the years, it is contrary to the Bureau’s past 
stated intents and purposes. The statement that the demand has already been 
made is a rationalization by the Bureau of Reclamation, for most certainly the 
demand will be made upon any subsidized power if it is available. This does 
not necessarily mean that it is right or just. 

May we respectfully submit to the committee our stated opposition and re- 
quest that the committee recommend against passage of this legislation. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Rocers. You may proceed. 

Mr. Tuomson. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, I appre- 
ciate this opportunity to appear before you and thank you. 

At the outset, however, I would like to emphasize that I think the 
project proposed by this legislation, the Burns Creek project, should 
be the subject of full and extensive hearings by your committee. 

I do not believe it is a project which should be considered at this 
stage of the session by the House on abbreviated hearings as there are 
many different problems and questions involved which should be 
fully developed. 

I was particularly pleased yesterday to hear the chairman of the 
committee, and others, state that that would be the fact. 

Last year when it was my privilege to be a member of the committee 
some hearings were held, but those hearings were hurried and incom- 
plete. 

This legislation has never been subjected, in my opinion, to the 
full inquiry type of hearing that this committee conducts with regard 
to legislation of this nature and by reason of which the committee 
has developed a very much deserved respect in the House and other- 
wise, for its recommendations. 

I believe that my statement will further bear out the necessity for 
this full hearing on this project. 
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By way of review the Burns Creek Dam As proposed to be con- 
structed in the State of Idaho approximately 30 miles below the Pali- 
sades Dam, which is on the Wyoming-Idaho State line. 
~ The cost of this project was originally estimated by the Bureau of 
Reclamation in its 1957 report, to be $40,267,000, based on 1955 costs. 

Then, last year, when we held hearings on this the estimated cost 
was $44,680,000, or an increase of about $4 million. 

The cost estimated before the Senate committee in the recent Senate 
hearings has gone up to $48,790,000, or approximately $50 million. 

This dam would be 176 feet high and 1,900 feet long. It would 
have a proposed storage capacity of 234,000 acre-feet of water. 

Its generating capacity would be 90,000 kilowatts. 

Besides my general interest in maintaining a sound reclamation 
program in adherence to what I believe to be sound principles of good 
vovernment, I am further concerned about this as a Representative 
of Wyoming because of the alternate means of producing the elec- 
tricity. I should like to discuss this first. 

The Utah Power & Light Co. is planning to build at Kemmerer, 
Wyo., steam generation facilities which it is expected will eventually 
total 500,000 kilowatts and represent an investment of approximately 
$80 million. 

The first unit, to which they are already committed, will be 150,000 
kilowatts at a cost of approximately $34 million. 

Kemmerer is located in southwestern Wyoming approximately 100 
miles south of the proposed dam. Its economy has been over the 
years very closely tied to the coal industry. 

* What has happened to the coal industry in recent years generally 
has been true of this area. 

This committee has many times taken note of that situation and I 
need not impress upon you the seriousness of the situation. 

In this area where previously several thousand people were em- 
ployed in the coal mines, now there are approximately 200 people 
employed. 

The Kemmerer Coal Co. alone formerly employed 1,500 coal 
miners. The employment, the population, the tax income, and 
the economy of the area have all been very definitely adversely affected. 
The population of the county, according to the 1950 census, was 10,- 
000 and it is estimated at 7,200 which shows the continuing effect of 
this situation on the economy. 

The town of Kemmerer, Lincoln County, the Kemmerer Coal Co. 
and other interested parties, have made every effort to do something 
about this situation. 

The Kemmerer Coal Co., I know, has spent a remarkably large 
amount, considering the circumstances and size of the company, on re- 
search and development. J have particularly admired them for this, 
trying to help themselves. Through their joint efforts they have now 
interested the Utah Power & Light Co. in constructing this steam 
generation plant. It offers real new life to the community and the 
area. 

The increase in taxes alone, from the first unit, this is State and 
local taxes as opposed to the Federal taxes, is estimated at $493,500 per 
year, or approximately 50 percent increase over the present $955,000 
tax revenues of Lincoln County. 








72 BURNS CREEK PROJECT, IDAHO 


Added to this would be the additional taxes of approximately $79. 
500,000 per year from the coal operations. The operation of the first 
unit at full capacity would offer employment to about 35 men at aboye 
average wages with an annual payroll of over $200,000. 

The mining of the 600,000 tons of coal per year required for fy] 
operation of the plant would give employment to an additional 100 or 
120 miners with an annual payroll of $600,000 per year. 

This would further provide the opportunity for developing other 
resources in the area, providing additional employment, taxes, and 
other advantages to the community, the State, and the Nation. 

I could go on at some length about this, but I think the situation js 
clear, and it will be further developed by other witnesses. 

Suffice it to say that in my honest opinion, if this plant is cop- 
structed and fully developed, I expect that the Kemmerer area wil] 
be one of the bright areas of Wyoming, and enjoy continued growth 
and development. , 

You can, therefore, readily understand the importance which I 
assign to the development. 

In the hearings before the committee of the other body and in the 
presentation, an effort was made to show that the proposed Burns 
Creek project would not affect this development because the Utah 
Power & Light Co. was already committed by contract with the Kem- 
merer Coal Co. to go ahead with its first unit of 150,000 kilowatts, 

This argument simply does not stand up, as I am sure this com- 
mittee will readily appreciate. 

It is true that they are so committed. 

As a matter of fact, they have already commenced construction of 
the Ham’s Fork Reservoir. The fact is, though, that that plant is 
primarily important only as it is utilized. 

The 90,000 kilowatts proposed to be developed at Burns Creek would 
replace a like amount of steam generated power. The systems of the 
Bureau, Idaho Power, and Utah Power are tied together. 

This plant has already been delayed by 2 years due to Brownlee 
coming into production and Utah Power entering into an arrange- 
ment whereby they get power from that source. 

It is an integrated system. 

This would mean a reduction of 250,000 tons per year of coal to be 
mined, with a loss of employment resulting in an annual loss of 20,000 
man-shifts for coal miners, and an annual reduction in mine payroll of 
$275,000, and a reduction in the payment to the United Mine Workers’ 
health, welfare, and retirement fund of $100,000. It would result ina 
loss of State and local taxes and Federal taxes. 

There are other coal sources in the surrounding area, both in Wyo- 
ming and in Utah. If this power is generated at Burns Creek, it can 
only mean a reduction in operation of the initial plant and a limita- 
tion upon the future expansion. 

The coal supply in the area is unlimited, for all practical purposes. 
The loss would be total and permanent. Other witnesses will more 
fully develop it. 

Regardless of what I have just said, if the Burns Creek proposal 
was for a good and sound water development project, I would not 
oppose it, nor would I expect this committee to reject it. 
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J am equally confident that most, if not all, of the others ~ vane, 
here in opposition would not oppose it. They have repeatedly prove 
that with regard to other projects. 

Proper water development is a must in our area, and as long as I am 
in Congress I expect to support sound reclamation projects, regardless 
of whether they are in the State of Wyoming or elsewhere. My rec- 
ord, I think, proves this. : ’ 

Before deciding to oppose this project, I have given it a great deal 
of study and consideration. As a matter of fact, I had initially ex- 
pected to support it as a western development project. 

Doubt was raised in my mind during our brief hearings, of last 
session, and since that time, after additional investigation, | am fully 
convinced that it should be opposed as not in the best interests of 
reclamation. ban ; 

If this project is approved, I am convinced that it will do irrepa- 
rable damage to the reclamation program, both in itself and in the 

recedent which it would set. 

In the first place, it does not qualify as a reclamation project by its 
very nature. It is claimed that 100,000 acre-feet of the 234,000 acre- 
feet capacity of the reservoir would be for irrigation. This is entirely 
misleading. 

As a matter of fact, as Mr. Nelson, the regional director, testified 
before this committee last year, there would only be two or three times 
in a 50-year period that there would be any use of this. Of the total 
cost, only $849,000 or 1.75 percent is allocated to reclamation. This 
is purely and simply a power project, with 98 percent of the cost 
allocated to power. 

Now, it is suggested that this is a reregulating reservoir to control 
the flow of the Snake River below the Palisades Dam. The necessity 
of that was attempted to be emphasized by pictures, loss of fish and 
so forth, yesterday. 

I would be for the construction of a truly reregulating reservoir. 

With the recent problems that we have had at the Casper-Alcova 
Dam for which the Gray Reef reregulating dam was recently ap- 
proved by this committee, authorized and under construction, I appre- 
ciate fully the need for such reregulation. 

The Gray Reef Dam will be constructed for $1,200,000 instead of 
being a $50 million structure. 

The Burns Creek Dam as proposed would not provide for reregula- 
tion of the river at all. Being a power dam it would develop approxi- 
mately the same fluctuating conditions as are now present at the 
Palisades Reservoir. 

Only 17,000 acre-feet of storage capacity is even assigned to re- 
regulation of the river. 

Yow, I think that this would not be a reregulation dam and it would 
not have the reregulation benefits. It is a power dam and they are 
going to surge the water through there just like they have through the 
Palisades. 

It is a fact that the Bureau of Reclamation has neither assigned 
costs in their benefits-cost study to the reregulation features nor have 
they assigned any benefits to the reregulation. 

Mr. Hatey. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question ? 

Mr. Rocrrs. Mr. Haley. 
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Mr. Hatey. Did you quote a figure as to what a storage dam op 
regulating dam could be construc ted for? 

Mr. Tomson. I intend to a little later. The figure that I quoted 
was the Gray Reef Reservoir that the committee authorized last year, 
and we got going, which cost $1,200,000. 

Weiniti: ally thought it would cost $800,000. 

This is a little bit in the area of confusion, but it is pretty well 
established. as I will mention a little later on here, that a reregulating 
facility could be constructed here for someplace between $3 and 
million. 

The Bureau initially estimated a few years back, on what was ful] 
consideration, a cost. of about $2,123,000, I believe. 

Then with the increased cost and some other things it has got up to 
someplace under $6 million, between $3 and $6 million. 

Mr. Hatrey. I just want to make the observation that it has taken 
engineers and others a lot of time and money to build these dams, but 
it took the Lord about 10 minutes out in Montana to knock one down. 

Mr. Tuomson. It certainly did. If I am convinced that regulation 
of flow is necessary, I will heartily support the construction of such q 
facility. 

As the chairman of the full committee remarked yesterday, that 
appears to me, too, to be the justific ation for further action and 
jurisdiction on the part of this committee and action on the part of 
the Congress for a facility here for the reregulation of the river. 

It is clear from the testimony before the Senate committee that such 
could be adequately provided, as I mentioned, for a cost of some- 
where between $3 and $6 million tile. 

This would really accomplish the purpose and provide the fish and 
wildlife benefits instead of merely compounding the problem by the 
construction of another power facility that has to be operated in the 
same fashion. 

I say that this project if authorized for construction would do 
irreparable harm to the reclamation program because it goes to the 
very basic principles on which we have relied for reclamation develop- 
ment since the 1906 amendment tothe Reclamation Act of 1903. 

The cost of the power is estimated by the Bureau of Reclamation 
to be 5.27 mills per kilowatt-hour. This is one of the things I would 
os to have the committee inquire into in their more extensive hearings. 

I do not think it takes into consideration the increased cost of the 
project which I previously mentioned in my testimony. 

If that is the fact, it would appear to me that the cost, based on 
present price levels, would be 5.5 to 6 mills per kilowatt- hour instead 
of the 5.27 mills per kilowatt-hour, depending upon the interest rate 
that is used in computing the cost of the power. 

Mr. Rogers. What would be the cost of the power to the producers 
generated from the coal ? 

Mr. Tomson. The Bureau’s studies in the Senate hearing show 5.8 
mills as being the cost of alternate power produced by steam genera- 
tion in the area there. I am not familiar with it beyond that. 

It was cited as the figure that the Bureau has used. I have not 
inquired beyond that. It is 5.8 mills. 

Be that as it may, though, whether it is a higher cost power than 
5.27 or not, it is proposed to sell this power at an average of 3.67 mills 


" — SEE 


per ki 
even & 
The 
lished 
in pay 
cubsid 
able f 
The 
tax re 
Thi 
sound 
will n 
If \ 
to say 
instea 
a deat 
At 
that v 
repor’ 
fying 
If tl 
most O 
Ret 


are th 
but th 
and W 
ment ] 


No 
this 1 
it are 
area 
proje 

It 
at gr 

Id 
tion 
resou 

Mr 

Mr 

Mi 
nesse 

Mr 

1 y 
as it] 

Ins 


on the 
to pre 


Nc 
gere 
In Vi 
ment 


I< 


or 
e| 


Lr, 


a] 
no 
Sf 


ul] 


to 


N 


d 


SS 


0 


BURNS CREEK PROJECT, IDAHO 75 


yer kilowatt- -hour, or an average loss of 1.6 mills per kilowatt-hour 
ven accepting this 5.27 mills as the cost of the power. 

The passage of the 1906 amendment to the Reclamation Act estab- 
lished the principle that revenues from power should be used to assist 
in paying irrigation costs. If power revenues are to be used for 
subsidizing uneconomic power, then there will be nothing left avail- 
able for 11T 1g! ition assistance. 

The only ‘other possible source of revenue would be from the general 
tax revenues or other sources of revenues from the reclamation funds. 

This committee knows full well the difficulty we have in passing 
sound reclamation projects even when we are able to show that they 
will not cost the taxpayers of the Nation a single dime. 

If we were to pervert this in my opinion, by changing the principle 
to say that the power revenues which will be used to subsidize power, 
instead of providing irrigation assistance, then I think we have dealt 
a death blow to the reclamation program for the future. 

At this time I would like to call the attention of the committee to 
that which you have probably already observed, page 94 of the Senate 
report, in which Mr. Bennett, of the Bureau of Reclamation, is testi- 
fying and says : 


e 


If the Idaho Power & Light, or the Idaho Power Co., in whose market area 
most of these customers are 

Referring to the preference customers— 
are the agencies to serve these increased loads, then that is a different question, 
but these people now have contracts for power with the Federal Government, 
and we believe that they should continue to receive from the Federal Govern- 
ment power to meet their growing loads. 

Now, if you are going to follow that theory out, you end up with 
this idea that power must be used to subsidize power. It is changing 
it around to a TVA theory of operation for the entire area and every 
area that would have in it either a reclamation or a public works 
project of the Corps of Engineers. 

I think that is something that this committee will want to go into 
at great length before you decide to proceed in changing the principle. 

T do believe, and I repeat, that it would be a de: ath blow to reclama- 
tion from the standpoint of irrigation and development of water 
resources. 

Mr. Rocers. Mr. 'Thomson, how much longer is your statement ? 

Mr. Tuomson. Not very much. It is rather short. 

Mr. Rocrrs. We will have to hurry along to get to the other wit- 
nesses, ; 

Mr. Tomson. All right. 

I would like to mention that at page 5, in line 15 of the Senate bill 
as it passed the Senate, it contains this language: 

Installation of power-generating facilities shall be scheduled by the Secretary 
on the basis of providing for the additional power requirements of those entitled 
to preference and in the purchase thereof under the Federal reclamation laws. 

Now, it was set out that that would mean that this would be a stag- 
gered installation of those facilities, that they would not all be put 
in right off and therefore it would not interfere with coal clevelop- 
ment. 

I do not think that applies. 
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The language does not say that to me, or require that. Further. 
more, then, you would have to decide what that was going to do to 

our payout because you would not have the revenues if you do not 
baba the facilities constructed and operating. 

Regardless, it is clear that under the philosophy that the power 
revenues subsidize power instead of assist reclamation, that philos. 
ophy is in this instance contained in this project. 

During the recess of the Senate hearings in 1959, representatives of 
the Bureau of Reclamation and the Utah Power Co. came to almost 
complete agreement with regard to the payout and other similar finan. 
cial aspects of this project. Without Burns Creek the Palisades 
project would pay out at the end of 33 years. 

If Burns Creek is constructed it will require, under the method of 
computation used, whereby interest-free money is deferred until last: 
in other words, pay out the interest-free money on Palisades at the 
tail end and pay out Burns Creek ahead, it would take 59 years for 
the combined projects to pay out. 

During this period of time the Palisades project alone would have 
accumulated a surplus of $30,341,946 for assistance to true reclamation 
projects. 

This again points up something about this project that would in 
my opinion do a great harm to the reclamation program generally, 
We have always emphasized in presenting projects to the House in jus- 
tifying reclamation projects that the money will all be repaid withina 
50-year period, 10-year development period and 40 years thereafter, 

I frankly thought that was the law, and I am confident that most 
other people do. 

When the objection was raised to this project that even under the 
most favorable conditions of repayment it would require 59 years 
to pay off, the reclamation features or irrigation features and thus 
would exceed the payout period provided by law, argument was ad- 
vanced by the Bureau based on some technicality that there is no 
requirement for such a 50-year payout period. 

I doubt that, but I have not had the time to research it. 

Be that as it may, the fact is that we have consistently justified 
reclamation on the basis of this 50-year payout and we should not 
depart from that just to construct an uneconomic power project. 

This brings up another point. As I mentioned $850,000 of the 
Burns Creek project is allocated to irrigation. Some $13 million of 
the cost of the Palisades project is allocated to irrigation. 

The Bureau would propose to defer payment of this interest-free 
portion until all the power allocation, which bears interest, has been 
paid in full. If this were not done. and if the Palisades project were 
to be paid off in its entirety first, with only these Palisades revenues 
required to make up the Burns Creek interest deficiency being applied 
to the Burns Creek project, then the payout period on the Burns 
Creek project would be 67 years. 

I think the committee should make further inquiry in regard to 
this. Whether or not the investment is interest free, it is financed 
by the Government funds which bear interest and should be paid off 
as quickly as possible. 

To do otherwise is certainly to add to the financial burden of the 
taxpayer. 
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The mention of interest deficiency on Burns Creek brings up another 

int. Burns Creek standing by itself would not generate revenues 
to pay interest on investment at 3 percent. It would be $311,000 short 
each year. 

This is something I think should be the subject of further inquiry 
and consideration by this committee. 

The question was raised as to the benefit cost on this. I would like 
to just call the committee’s attention, because I think it needs further 
explanation, to the statement again of Mr. Bennett on page 93, the 
last Senate hearing, in which he says: 

I do not know whether a computation today, based on a 50-year period and 
3 percent interest for Burns Creek, would give a 1 to 1 ratio. We do not make 
that kind of computation. 

I think we need to find out what this really is. 

The loss of Federal taxes would be $472,000 per year according to 
the Bureau figures. 

Over the payout period this would amount to $24 million. The loss 
of State and local taxes on the steam facilities and coal replaced either 
in Wyoming, Utah, Idaho, or elsewhere, in the area, would be $250,000 
per year, or $12 million during the payout period. 

I would like to mention to the committee the provisions of H.R. 
7107 which was introduced by myself, on May 12. I have mentioned 
that to this committee and I realize you are trying to move along and 
Iam not going to go into detail now, but the Snake River from the 
Jackson Lake on down through to the Palisades Reservoir is used for 
a ditch to convey the water between these two spots. 

When that is done during the irrigation season it raises the water 
level up above the good banks and on to the flood plains. 

Because that river meanders so much it washes out the river and 
causes extensive flood damage and was ruining, and continues to, 
one of the most beautiful areas of this country. 

I have certainly appreciated the interest of the water users. They 
are not ready to assume the bank control, operation and maintenance 
on that by themselves, but they were willing that that be put on as a 
guarantee from the Burns Creek Reservoir. 

My bill would have put it on the Palisades. The reason that it is 
necessary is that with only about 2 percent of Teton County being 
in private ownership the Army Engineers will not accept their finan- 
cial ability. ‘They cannot show financial ability to operate and main- 
tain this bank control revetment after it is constructed. 

This would only be a guarantee of that from this project. 

Frankly, I do not think it would ever cost anywhere near what they 
show would be $15,000 a year, but if this bill is reported out, I think 
this should be included. 

In the Senate hearings at page 106 Mr. Crandall’s testimony shows 
they would agree to that. It was not done on the Senate bill. 

I certainly would want it to be considered by this committee. 

If this bill is not reported out, I would be hopeful that this bill 
could receive separate consideration. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I am going to cut this short. 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Thomson, I am going to have to stop your testi- 
mony in a very few minutes because we cannot allow the Members to 
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take all the time. ‘These witnesses have traveled a great distance to 
testify. 

I think it is only fair that we work this out on atime basis. If I had 
known your statement would consume this much time we would haye 
agreed to hear your testimony and that of the Department of the Ip. 
terior between now and 11 o’clock. 

We will have to do that regardless of questions and answers, 

Mr. Tuomson. I will just say in summary that this in my opinion 
is not a reclamation project as I have studied it; that it is purely 
a power project, not an economical one at that. it would do irrep- 
arable harm to reclamation and would replace steam generated power 
with subsidized power. 

If this is a fact, I am confident that the committee, after going into 
the situation, would certainly not want to take a favorable position on 
it and that you will give it full consideration. 

Mr. Rogers. Thank you, Mr. Thomson, for your great contribution, 
Your membership on this committee is missed. 

Are there any questions ¢ 

Mrs. Prost. Mr. Chairman, I have a few questions to ask our col- 
league. One of them is: 

Who will market the Kemmerer coal generating power / 

Mr. THomson. That will be constructed by the Utah Power & Light 
Co. and will be their power to be disposed of in the area. 

Who actually will market it from the standpoint of the distributor, 
I would not know. I point out the problem because of this tie-in, 

This plant was to start construction in 1959, this year, but because 
of the power surplus in the area they entered into an arrangement or 
contract with the Idaho Power Co. whereby they got 150,000 kilowatts 
of electricity from them which I think came off Brownlee and then 
they delayed construction of the Kemmerer plant for 2 years, until 
1961, and it will be in operation in 1963. 

Mrs. Prost. What was the price you said they would market this 
power for ? 

Mr. Tuoomson. I am not familiar with their rate schedule. I men- 
tioned the cost as shown by the Bureau reports, which : all I am 
familiar with, of general generated power at 5.8 mills in the area. 

Mrs. Prosr. You do realize, C ongressman, that snes area that 
will be serviced by Burns Creek is now serviced by Idaho Power and 
that if Utah Power & Light does generate and distr ibute power from 
the Kemmerer plant, some of our people down in southeast Idaho 
might participate = the Idaho Power section ? 

Mr. Tuomson. I do not think that this would have anything to do 
withthat. I reemphasize that because the Public Service Commission 
of Idaho would determine that, but where they get the power is another 
thing. 

An interesting thing in regard to that is that Wyoming is not of one 
mind, but almost one mind as far as I can determine on this project. 
The wire that I had in support of this said the preference customers 
needed it to serve Teton National Park and Jackson Lake Lodge. 

I do not think the cost of the power there is going to make one 
penny of difference in the $2 to $20 you pay for your room. 

Mrs. Prost. Which project do you say is necessary in order to 
serve the lodge? 
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Mr. Tuomson. They refer to this Burns Creek. This one wire I 
had in support of the project referred to Burns Creek. They would 
like to have it because they needed preference power. __ 

Mrs. Prost. You would not want to infer that the entire 90,000 kilo- 
watts would go to that particular area, would you 4 

Mr. Tuomson. No, not at all. 

Mrs. Prosr. I should like to point out to my colleague that our 
people will need to pump underground water to stabilize the economy 
inthe area. 

[ note you feel because the Kemmerer plant would employ a great 
number of people it would be a real advantage to Wyoming. Well, it 
would be a real advantage to us in Idaho if the farmers were able to 
vet additional power at a price they could afford to pay for it and sup- 
plement their income. 

They, in turn, would be able to pay an income tax, too, and it would 
help the economy of the area. 

Mr. THomson. I will say to the lady that I would support this, as 
I mentioned, if it were a reclamation project and an economic one 
and so forth. 

There is a problem here—and I think it is equally important to 
Idaho—we have a problem out here in this area of developing our 
natural resources. 

You just have to have a firm source and adequate reasonably priced 
power in order to do that. You are not going to find people com- 
ing in to, say, develop phosphate, which takes a lot of power, if they 
are going to be shut off from that power. 

In 1, 2,3, 5 years, down the line. 

With this Kemmerer plant, they are going to have a firm source 
of supply that they can rely on 40 or 50 years down the line. 

I think it means the real development of those phosphate beds 
along the Idaho, Wyoming, Utah border. I have checked into it, as 
have the geologists, and it is a very substantial deposit and a very 
important one. I just think we have to look at the whole picture 
here. 

Mrs. Prost. That is just the reason why I am bringing up some of 
these matters. I do think we need to look at the whole picture. 

[ have no quarrel with you whatsoever in your wanting to utilize 
your coal in Wyoming for the development of that area and certainly 
if we could participate in Idaho in that particular production of 
power, we would be very happy to have you help us by sending some 
power over our transmission lines into Idaho. 

sut we also have a problem here with the Palisades project which I 
am sure you are familiar with. In the first place, had it not been for 
Wyoming, we probably would not have to be coming back here asking 
for an additional reregulating dam; if Wyoming had not objected to 
our raising the Palisades Dam to the height we needed for reregula- 
tion purposes. 

_ This reregulation program is one which will firm up the irrigation 
in that area and give us more firm power at the same time. 

I just hope that the Congressman will be able to understand that we 
have a reason over in Idaho to develop our resources, too. 

Mr. Tuomson. I have tried to cooperate on that any place that to me 


, appeared to be within the principles I subscribed. I do appreciate 
that. 
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I do not think this project will do it. When it comes to pumping 
power it is something that has been a matter of concern to me for 
some time. They have this pumping power around the area here and 
yet in the State of Wyoming where we store most of the water and 
generate the electricity we do not get the advantage of this cheap 
pumping power. 

I cannot see subsidizing one farmer over another any more than 
you subsidize somebody else over another, either. I think that when 
it is dump power we should give the irrigation every break. But the 
Bureau is not exactly consistent in how they handle that. 

Mr. Rocers. Now, let the Chair say this: I will recognize members 
for another 5 minutes for questions to Mr. Thomson. Then we are 
going to the departmental witnesses. 

Are there any other questions of Mr. Thomson ? 

Mr. Sartor. Mr. Chairman, I am not going to ask any questions, 
but I want to say I understood that Mr. Thomson will have an oppor- 
tunity to come back here at a later date so that the members can ex- 
amine him. 

I realize the urgency of having other witnesses. Therefore, I am 
not going to ask any questions. 

Mr. Rocers. The Chair will say it is distinctly understood and I 
am sure that Mr. Thomson will be back without benefit of a subpena. 

Mr. Utitman. Mr. Chairman, I want to add that I have a number of 
questions that I would have asked Mr. Thomson had the time been 
available today because I think in his testimony he opened up many, 
many areas that are very extensive in this whole problem of recla- 
mation. 

I would say that I would disagree with him rather violently on some 
of his conclusions and, with the reservation that in the future we will 
have an opportunity to question him, I will not press my questions at 
this time. 

Mr. Rogers. Let the Chair say that there will be ample opportunity 
for this whole matter to be gone into thoroughly and exhaustively. 

These people have come a long way and I think we ought to give 
them an opportunity to be heard. 

Are there any other questions ? 

If not, thank you very much, Mr. Thomson. 

At this time I will announce any Members of Congress who wish to 
insert statements in the record will be allowed to do so. 

The next witness to be recognized is Mr, N. B. Bennett, Assistant 
Commissioner of Reclamation, accompanied by Mr. Harold T. Nelson, 
Regional Director, Bureau of Reclamation, Boise, Idaho. 

Mr. Sartor. Mr. Chairman, I have no objection to hearing this 
witness, but they are available any time. If it is the desire of the 
Chair to hear people who came from out in the area, I think it might 
serve a useful purpose to excuse the Bureau witnesses and allow them 
to appear next year so that their testimony can be heard all then at 
one time. 

Mr. Rocers. With the view of trying to keep the record straight, 
the Chair will advise the gentleman from Pennsylvania that he would 
prefer to have them make a statement at this time, which, of course, 
will have to be confined to 20 minutes and to make any insertions that 
they desire so that the record will be properly documented to begin 
with. 
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Of course, we will expect to hear these witnesses again at a subse- 
uent date. 
Mr. Bennett, you may proceed with your statement. 


STATEMENT OF N. B. BENNETT, ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER OF 
RECLAMATION, ACCOMPANIED BY HAROLD T. NELSON, REGIONAL 
DIRECTOR, BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, BOISE, IDAHO 


Mr. Bennett. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, this 
statement will supplement and bring up to date data concerning the 
proposed Burns Creek Dam, Reservoir, and powerplant, which were 
originally presented to this House committee on June 18, 1957, in 
connection with hearings on H.R. 576. 

The Department of the Interior by letter of April 21, 1959, reported 
favorably, with a few suggested mmor amendments, on the identical 
bills, H.R. 1235 and S. 281, which would authorize the proposed 
Burns Creek development. 

The Bureau of the budget comments are contained in its letter of 
April 20, 1959. S. 281 as passed by the Senate is acceptable to the 
Department of the Interior. 

Before going further into my prepared statement, I would like to 
clarify and explain one statement which I made before the Senate 
committee during hearings on this same bill. That statement has been 
referred to twice during the course of this hearing. 

Mr. Rocrrs. Mr. Bennett, let me ask you this before you go on with 
that. In the interest of time, could you let your whole statement be 
inserted into the record and just briefly refer to it, making any com- 
ment you want to make? 

Mr. Bennerr. I will be happy to do that, Mr. Chairman, if you 
desire. 

Mr. Rogers. Fine. 

You may proceed, and your statement will be included in the record 
in full at this point. 

Mr. Benner. Thank you, sir. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT BY BuREAU OF RECLAMATION AT HEARINGS ON S. 281 To AvuTHORIZB 
Burns CREEK DAM AND RESERVOIR 


This statement will supplement and bring up to date data concerning the pro- 
posed Burns Creek Dam, Reservoir, and powerplant which were originally pre- 
sented to this House committee on June 18, 1957, in connection with hearings 
on H.R. 576. 

The Department of the Interior by letter of April 21, 1959, reported favorably, 
with a few suggested minor amendments, on the identical bills H.R. 1235 and 
§. 281, which would authorize the proposed Burns Creek development. The 
Bureau of the Budget comments are contained in its letter of April 20, 1959. 
§. 281 as passed by the Senate is acceptable to the Department of the Interior. 

The project is essentially the same as that described in the report of the Secre- 
tary of the Interior transmitted to the Congress on April 4, 1957, and subse- 
quently printed as House Document 147, 85th Congress, 1st session. 

This project, in brief, would consist of a 175-foot high, rolled earthfill dam, 
1,900 feet long, located on Snake River about 30 miles downstream from the 
existing Palisades Dam, Reservoir, and powerplant and about 38 miles east, or 
upstream, from Idaho Falls, Idaho. The dam will form an 18-mile long reser- 
voir with total storage capacity of 234,000 acre-feet, of which 100,000 acre-feet 
would be set aside for holdover irrigation storage, 17,000 acre-feet would be 
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set aside for reregulation of peaking power discharges from Palisades Reservoir, 
with the remaining 117,000 acre-feet being used to maintain a conservation pool 
and for at-site power head. 

The powerplant would consist of three 30,000-kilowatt units for a total of 
90,000 kilowatts, together with the necessary switchgear, substation, and trans. 
mission facilities to connect with the existing substation at Palisades Dam anq 
at Goshen substation of the Utah Power & Light Co., near Idaho Falls. The 
Burns Creek development would be integrated electrically, hydraulically, anq 
financially with the existing Palisades project. The Palisades Reservoir of 
1,200,000 acre-feet of active capacity was filled for the first time in 1959, a). 
though the 114,000-kilowatt powerplant has been in operation for 2 years, 


PROJECT COST 


As originally reported, the project would have cost $40,310,000 at January 
1956 price levels, which was indexed up to $44,240,000 in the 1957 hearings, 
The estimated cost of new facilities at January 1959 price levels is $45,430,009. 
allocated as follows: 
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RATIO OF BENEFITS TO COSTS 


As originally reported, the ratio of benefits to costs amounted to 1.27 to j 
over a 50-year period of analysis and 1.48 to 1 for a 100-year period. The 1957 
reanalysis developed a benefits-to-cost ratio of 1.19 to 1 for the 50-year period 
and 1.40 to 1 for the 100-year period. Although 1959 costs are somewhat higher. 
there would be a corresponding increase in power benefits so that the previously 
reported benefit-to-cost ratios would show little change and are considered to be 
valid for 1959 conditions. 

REPAYMENT 


As originally proposed, the plan of financial as well as operational integration 
with Palisades project would mean that irrigation storage would be paid for by 
water users at the same rate per acre-foot as for Palisades space and the in- 
cremental power output added to the system by Burns Creek powerplant would 
be marketed at the cxisting Palisades wholesale rate structure. The allocation 
to fish, wildlife, and recreation would be nonreimbursable. 

Project payout is proposed to be accomplished as outlined in the original report 
except that all commercial power investment costs will be amortized at 3 percent 
interest instead of the 2% ae ent used in the original calculations. On this 
basis irrigators would pay $775,000 of the $849,000 allocated to irrigation in 40 
years without interest. The balance of $74,000 would be assigned for repayment 
by power revenues. The commercial power investment of $44,532,000 plus 
interest during construction would be repaid from system power revenues and 
the $49,000 allocated to fish, wildlife, and recreation would be nonreimbursable. 


Payout under provisions of H.R. 1235 


On the above basis, under the provisions of H.R. 1235 complete payout would 
be accomplished in the 50th year of full operation of the Burns Creek powerplant 
and in the 58th year of operation of the Palisades powerplant. A table showing 
consolidated project costs, cost allocations, and repayment is attached as table 1. 


REPAYMENT UNDER PROVISIONS OF 8S. 281 


S$. 281 has the effect of scheduling the installation of the three Burns Creek 
generators to meet the additional power requirements of preference customers 
under the Federal reclamation laws. On the basis of present load growth esti- 
mates it is assumed that unit 1 would be in service at the beginning of fiscal year 
1966 (July 1965), and units 2 and 3 at the beginning of fiscal year 1970 (July 
1969). The project payout schedule outlined above for H.R. 1235 would be 
altered to take account of a lesser interest during construction, lesser power 
revenues during the period of deferment of the second and third generators, but 
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a considerably higher amortization-period interest. It is estimate that complete 
payout of the entire project would be accomplished in the 50th year of full 
operation of Burns Creek powerplant. 


MARKET FOR IRRIGATION STORAGE SPACE 


The active capacity of Palisades Reservoir was fixed by site limitations at 
1,200,000 acre-feet and this space was oversubscribed to the point where it became 
necessary for the Government to set up an advisory committee to cut the requests 
pack to the amount available. As of this date 56 contracts have been agreed 
to by water user entities for all of the available Palisades space. As a result 
of this oversubscription, the water users signing Palisades contracts agreed 
that any long-term holdover irrigation storage spoce—up to 300,000 acre-feet— 
constructed in the future on Snake River or tributaries, if made available to 
alisades space contractors, would be operated as though it had the same priority 
as far as use is concerned as Palisades space. The language of both H.R. 1235 
and S. 281 permit this provision to apply to the 100,000 acre-feet of new irrigation 
storage space in Burns Creek Reservoir, which has the effect of very greatly 
increasing the effectiveness of the Burns Creek space for irrigation purposes. 

In October 1958 the watermaster of water district No. 36, who was also a mem- 
per of the Palisades Space Allocation Committee, issued a call for applications 
for Burns Creek space on a when, as, and if available basis. This space was 
again immediately oversubscribed when some 53 entities submitted applications 
for 141,000 acre-feet against the 100,000 acre-feet that might be available. The 
list of these applicants is attached as table 3. 


POWER PRODUCTION AND MARKET 


As pointed out in the original report, the firm energy production of the Burns 
Creek-Palisades combination would be double that of Palisades alone, and the 
reregulating benefit of Burns Creek Reservoir would permit the existing Pali- 
sades powerplant, to generate the winter peaking power for both plants. Spe- 
cifically, the total average energy output, based on a 26-year study period 
(1928-53), goes up from 635 million kilowatt-hours per year for Palisades alone 
to 1,129 million kilowatt-hours for both. Salable output based on the average 
of the 26-year study would amount to 1,021 million kilowatt-hours for Palisades 
and Burns Creek powerplants combined, compared to 577.9 million kilowatt- 
hours from Palisades alone, an increase of 443.1 million kilowatt-hours. Sala- 
ble year-around firm energy would increase from 131.4 to 275 million kilowatt- 
hours. Seasonal summer firm energy (Federal and non-Federal pumping and 
energy for Minidoka project) would increase from 167.5 to 322.1 million kilo- 
watt-hours. 


Power rates 

It is estimated that all reimbursable project costs, including irrigation assist- 
ance, will be returned within the provisions of reclamation law at the existing 
Palisades project wholesale rate structure. Under this schedule the rate of 
return is approximately 4.7 mills per kilowatt-hour for firm; 4.5 mills per kilo- 
watt-hour for irrigation season firm; 3 mills per kilowatt-hour for pumping en- 
ergy to existing Federal porjects; 3 mills per kilowatt-hour for seasonal non- 
firm available 90 percent of the time; and 2 mills for dump energy. The aver- 
age wholesale rate for the Burns Creek and Palisades combination, based upon 
total average year generation less losses, would be 3.48 mills per kilowatt-hour. 


Power market 


The Federal Power Commission, reporting on Burns Creek project in 1957, 
Stated: “The rate of load growth in the area is such that the output of the 
project could be utilized as soon as it is completed.” 

All firm power available from Snake River Basin plants, including Palisades, 
has been sold to some 20 preference customers and Federal irrigation projects, 
some of whom started taking power from the original Minidoka plant in 1911. 
At the present time the peak requirements of a number of these customers ex- 
ceeds their present contract ceiling, as is illustrated in table 4. A recently exe- 
cuted integration contract with the Idaho Power Co. will enable the Government 
to increase these contract amounts by approximately 30,000 kilowatts. How- 
ever, the 20 preference customers submitted applications totaling 42,000 kilo- 
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watts, which will need to be scaled down to the amount available, which means 
































: ; TAB! 
that load growth will have overtaken system capacity by about 1962-63. These 
applications are listed in table 5. 
It appears that it would not be possible to complete the installation of the a 
first unit at Burns Creek in time to match the load growth requirement, The 
first unit could be on the line in 1965, and under the provisions of §. 281 jt is po 
estimated that the completion of the second and third units will be required no 
later than 4 years after the first unit, to meet developing summer loads, whieh Dam and 
include large amounts of underground irrigation pumping. —— 
1 : . ; Goshen t 
TABLE No. 1.—Costs, allocations, repayment, Burns Creek-Palisades project Commur 
Camp. - 
{January 1959 price levels under H.R. 1235] Fish and 
PEE es To 
Palisades | Burns Creek Total Interest 
—— - ~————_|-——_}+——~ To 
costs 
Dam and reservoir_.......- io sintidecmdbdontibnilinnah bene aes $44, 735,000 | $13, 343, 000 $58, 078, 000 : 
a cera cling cniereauies 12, 022, 000 28, 103, 000 40, 125, 000 Nonreim 
I ee Be ee EO Te ophibeanaunaaenaknaons , 512, 000 1, 211, 000 2) 723, 000 Floo 
en SEOIOUI, oo a dd cede wk 2, 290, 000 2, 082, 000 4, 372. 000 Fish 
SIRNIIU, 24 hc cicuscaccbwaccandanmnsss wemetnnntuaesaal 46,000 |_.-.- : 46, 000 
Camp Pa , < Ee ee ee ee | 755, 000 | 642, 000 1 397.000 Te 
Fish and wildlife and recreation_._................---.-.---.-- | 640, 000 49, 000 "RRQ 
Ss Alle eatio bets ; Tecan ) a Pe. Reimbu! 
i ee ee | 62,000, 000 45, 430, 000 107, 430. 000 } Irrig 
nterest during construction. __.__..-_..._-.--_.--_--.__--____]} 1, 030, 222 3, 340, 000 smen Com 
& he act wus PTE Irrig 
TI icici a ch cinnccntstim miseannissaigniaisicoinian run w cosbacss Sesciseetmaes ce 63, 030, 222 ; 48, 770, 000 | _111, 800, 22 Su 
ALLOCATION —. Inte 
Nonreimbursable: 
Semen eo Levy tas pes aly bel 22, 456, 000 0| 22,456,000 Te 
Fish and wildlife and recreation SiN ated tpl ticles legate stat 640, 000 49, 000 689, 000 
Fe I nd nd aebea 23, 096, 000 | 49, 000 9B 145,000 — 
Reimbursable: i rok tao ee Aid 
at chtteemncnedeeinuraedl 18, 868, 000 | 849, 000 | 19, 717, 000 St 
Commercial electric plant__......--  mapintaerailicamtebadiediicnh addon 11, 821, 240 | 44, 532, 000 | 56, 353, 240 eee 
Irrigation electric plant. .......- Duc cbhhapabwahewntun wench t 8, 214, 760 0 8, 214, 760 Inrigatic 
Subtotal, reimbursable__........-.-.------------------ 38,904,000 | 45,381,000] 84,285,000 — 
Interest during construction . . . ...< ce cccccccccccocccccecee 1, 030, 222 3, 340, 000 4, 370, 22 a 
Ag ee ee ee ee ; Inte 
I i i i eile 39, 934, 222 48, 721, 000 88, 655, 222 T 
= = = = — = = ————_ | 
REPAYMENT T 
Irrigation allocation: 
I 9, 300, 000 775, 000 10, 075, 000 a 
Aid from commercial power......................--...---- a 9, 568, 000 _ 74, 000 _*%, 642, 000 1 Doe 
EN ct tire i teas reenneeinibwiamadl 18, 868, 000 849,000 | 1 19,717,000 — 
Irrigation electric plant.....---.--..--.------.---------.--.--- 8,214. 760 | 0 8, 214, 760 B 
Commercial electric plant: B i a dae 
ERS ob bheoataandadictendataccanctbbaekdadsemewas 11, 821, 240 | 44, 532, 000 56, 353, 240 
Interest during construction. _.........-.-.....-... lito 1, 030, 222 | 3, 340, 000 4, 370, 222 
EN oc 8s here en cactee iphaiaouteon sles bhibecontiaetmmaneaated 12, 851, 462 47, 872, 000 60, 723, 462 
— > ds Subie 
Total reimbursable. ................-...-. a B56 Rcdnipeias 39, 934, 222 48, 721, 000 1 88, 655, 222 j 
A ¢ 
; ‘ Nee ’ 7 ; ; space 
’ 1 Does not include $4,348,600 irrigation assistance which will be provided from power revenues for Michaud Res 
division of the Fort Hall Indian Reservation and Michaud Flats project (Public Law 741, 83d Cong, e 
2d sess.). from 
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8 TasLE No. 2.—Costs, allocations, repayment, Burns Creek-Palisades project 
e [January 1959 price levels under S. 281] 
———— | 
° Palisades | Burns Creek Total 
e 
Se hiiiaseepoe Scbibtbece SE ak 
§ 
0 costs 
| | Dam and gy  ———— ee Me Se, $58, 078, 000 
h Powerplant... peeeatie es ora Fie aceasta 12, 022,000 | 28, 103, 000 40, 125, 000 
Rani ot ast sonnesaacconscces Saker enemas 1,512,000 | —-1, 211, 000 2, 723, 000 
\ Goshen transmission..-----~---------------------------------- 2, 290, 000 2, 082, 000 4, 372, 000 
unication - - ..--- ini acess act aint eaten Claas aaah aaie” SONG hc. wee csnnsd 46, 000 
fea. Sechaceeta ner ted nace tacabccasea mane aan 755, 000 642, 000 1, 397, 000 
Fish aod semen anid TOOTORION noe. ok nec ccs cccces 640, 000 49, 000 689, 000 
. Total construction cost. ---.----- cubbdicenesia hahaeiaeesian nine 62, 000, 000 45, 430, 000 107, 430, 000 
Interest during construction - --.------------------------------ 1, , 030, 222 3, 113, 000 4, 143, 222 
- i cai aceasta esac aaialanigdit 63, 030, 222 | } 48, 543, 000. 111, 573, 222 
" ALLOCATIONS 
’ reimbursable: | 
0 i did sculls cmneslpnahel gigeSieaice isd ceo tegebsgsenan 22, 456, 000 | 0 22, 456, 000 
” Fish and wildlife nn SAI on cc no a 640, 000 49, 000 689, 000 
HK) teenie saienieaeaseatanitiinstinstieaiiien: iiitipetnatitineutneutadionmiaes 
: IN RININNIINO oo ie Ss tial Dads Wesco es tm eet 23, 096, ( 000 | 49, 000 | 23, 145, 000 
» | Fe mes 
mbursable: 
= | neuen. S scecaaaiieiaabicata eieaceanmagiens 18, 868, 000 849. 000 | 19, 717, 000 
0 | Commercis al electric pli ant..-- Sie wadeddinkvebbadanuwusemene aS et ae 44, 532, 000 56, 353, 240 
2 SIN GRIIERIG TUDIN No ccn i acnnonasneencnesecteansamanee 8, 214, 760 | 0 8, 214, 760 
2 I ania aa ngnpeenhcacnca et thmade sommes 38, 904,000 | 45,381,000 | 84, 285, 000 
Tateress Guring construction - . ..................<.-<<.--- | 1, 030, 222 3, 113, 000 4, 143, 222 
. Total relmbureable..........--...<-.<+=- eulisieician anabekie 39, 934,222 | 48, 494, 000 88, 428, 222 
Li] a —_—_—_— Sas 
n REPAYMENT 
fed Irrigation allocation: 
00 Irrigators. . So soya Riad case aler aianist te 9, 300, 000 775, 000 10, 075, 000 
- Aid from commercial DE iiiannotrnantecusmekeece nua. 9, 568, 000 74, 000 1 9, 642, 000 
i Subtotal. ___- Cin tn ciiiilbidnciladineniianae 18, 868, 000 | 849,000 | 119, 717,000 
; Irrigation electric plant--..-..----------------- anc adiceherelie at 8,214,760} = 0 | _—8, 214, 760 
rm Commercial electric plant: 
» a eS olathe Gia ahaa dh eri dena choes iin ioueao 11, 821, 240 44, 532, 000 56, 353, 240 
“T Interest during PIED «a cnicciconiaiusiucacomaniediads 1, 030, 222 3, 113, 000 4, 143, 222 
ug Totel.......... Leeeuebdedscaidcgeiansenineniaita Raced biel 12, 851, 462 47,645,000 | 60, 496, 462 
Total reimbursable _--....- sistas ada tniee ink ee | 39, 934, 48, "494, ( 000 | 1 88, 428, 222 
00 nares rrr 
00 1 Does not include $4,348,600 irrigation assistance which will be provided from power revenues for 
00 Michaud division of the Fort Hall Indian Reservation and Michaud Flats project (Public Law 741, 83d 
Cong., 2d sess.). 
% Table No. 8. Applications for Burns Creek space 
40 
2 - 
” IpaHO Fats, Ipano, November 24, 1958. 
62 i 
; Subject: Burns Creek Reservoir. 
A circular letter was sent October 8, 1958, to holders of Palisades Reservoir 
a space asking that those who desire additional space in the proposed Burns Creek 
., Reservoir file their applications for same. Replies have been received to date 


from 53 canal companies, irrigation districts, and individuals, making application 
for a total of 141,740 acre-feet in the Burns Creek Reservoir. Inasmuch as there 
is only 100,000 acre-feet of available space it will be necessary for the Bureau 
of Reclamation to appoint an allocation committee to allot the available space 
in accordance with the greatest needs of the applicants. 

The following applications have been received: 
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Acre-feet 
C. Warren Blakely, Route 2, Rigby 


SE POSSESS ten esnamanamaeenamcee )> 
InN Nk A nce ts enemsntcpen esl inowetonanenmitasseabcidatl oan 
Jay, Keith, and Garth B. Bramwell, Star Route, Roberts anes wait calcem 1, 70 
Irene yA MU rR 0 aie eine eee 1, 200 
Melvin Danielson, Route 4, Idaho Falls__--- opera toss SS eae cease ota 100 
rr OS. | ON a Simca aacieibnanGmabswmabe 1, 000 
Ee SPT Ony Ck; MUR SON MUNG ss a= ob een eiarseem are g iy 204) 
Mauterprise Canal Co., Lid. Rigby_......—...............- Pitas 20, 00 


Farmers Friend irrigation Co., Idaho Falls... 10. ce ccu 8 


‘ » 000 
og SP CR RMS |, aa easrplesawpiiaacds iad 


3 
eet. Freqsnuam, Route 2. Burley.—...-......-...._- ectitibseninoes tate _ re 
Seebel W a SseIme?, ROTONNO es oo nn sa aula aretaDteacedidle 100 
D. V. Hagenbarth, Island oan eam tecoceuisivebenwangee dle es 32 
Peat See, Ok Ort, POUenen eon coke ees 20) 
A. O. Hogan, Star Route, ‘Ririe ete ea i elses Chabad a alone een i ssibeen 30K) 
foam seriestion ieee. Teeno Palis. .. oo ei nen ue _.. 21,2 
seenne EPrIeeOn OO: bOTOnRO... 62 ccc mmc cnee Si clcescyton Dat as San eden oe 
Thomas W. Jackson, Route 1, Roberts______-_________~ skeen 20) 
eee, CORON OULe 2. ION) |. ccc ncneccene se eh ope ae oe wok 100 
mee. ON, TNOTMIOR saws ino se sphias ts ce cap Reuiglaneimanans 720 
Labelle Irrigating Co., Rigby_-----_---~- 5s hi con tees lin alg Sc aeh Sousa abe ckea ea ke gM) 
Liberty Park Irrigation Co., Rexburg__--~~- sini tig nigger cic obaadias beStpaec ne a 
Rene A). LOnnepury, Toute: 2, Rigby —.....~...- = se neck ncun 300 
Lowder Slough Irrigation Co___----_---_---_--___--- sc eaieece ie a 
Lee Marshall & Sons, Route 5, Idaho Falls________-____-_____- sii dha 10) 
W.A. Miller, Box 154, Rigby._....-._.-_-- eae lc ria eee 200) 


Milner Low Lift Irrigation District, Murtaugh 
B. D. Murdock, Roberts 


a 15, DOO 


slicdsenen ae pines = > 120 
North Side Canal Co., Ltd., Jerome _____-_~- ao an ala lh 16, 600 
Parks & Lewisville Irrigation Co., Rigby___--- peamaatns 2s 6, 000 
Parsons Ditech Co., Blackfoot- ; 300 
Progressive Irrigation District, Ld: aho Falls nae 10, 000 
Reid Canal Co., Thornton____ - ; natieats 1, O00) 
D. F. Richards, Idaho Falls__ aa a : 1, 000) 
Rigby Canal & Irrigating Co., Inc., Rigby . 1. 700 
Frederick J. Roth, Lorenzo ep adinéstciieecvest Gace actnecds 1M) 
Richard Roth, Route 1, Thornton__ — 100 
Rudy Irrigation Canal Co., Ribgy__.._._.._.______-_-- ; : (1) 
H. Allen Setlers, Route 2, Rigby_____--__~- : 500 
Shattuck Irrigation Co., Idaho Falls___- lidcatoaecnaee 1, 100 
Ervin B. Smith, Thornton = obias 200) 
Snake River Valley Irrigation District, Shelley______-_~-- é 9, 700 
Francis Stoltenberg, Swan Valley : 200) 
Sunnydell Irrigation District, Thornton . = eee 
Texas Slough Irrigating Canal Co., Rexburg ; ; iveces en 
H. W. Tomchak, Roberts rt ta ae a an Ne RE 8 : »: . 20) 
Utah-Idaho Sugar Co., Idaho Falls____- os, Sole _ 4,000 
Watson Slough Ditch & Irrigation Co., B lac ‘kfoot_ cnn ainbanas Resist 650 
never A. Freres, BWan Vener. oon. easeuil aa .. 40K) 
Ivan R. Weeks, Swan Valley______ ee ae ees 2 200) 
Virgil Rutledge, Lorenzo (White dite ied =. EO as i wands 20K) 
Lloyd Wilkins, Star Route, Ririe___________ pee ee ee Fees ore ee 100 
Woodville Canal Co., Idaho Falls________________ se titaiewe ats te 

Total__ ee | ee eee pce ar ies was) aS 


LYNN CRANDALL, Watermaster. 
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ot TABLE No. 4. Existing contract rates of delivery as related to maxim um demand, 
() Federal customers, Snake River Federal power system—commercial power 
| 
1) contracts 
) ——— } — 
| | 
() Contract rate of Highest recent maximum demand (kilowatts) 
\) delivery (kilowatts) | 
() Neem ia ae  £r CNGG ORY ce; LG Eee oe, ee ram 
() | Winter | Summer Winter Summer 
() ascitic Gnome fois 
A) Boise project: Prairie Power 250 250 | October 1958 353 | September 1958 437 
\) Co-op. | 
() p 
Palisades project: ; 
t) Pa City of Idaho Falls... -..-.-. 18, 000 16,000 | November 1958_. 18,916 | September 1958_ 14, 914 
() Fall River REA-- Sesnneul 1, 900 3,100 | October 1958_... 1,738 | July 1959 2, 951 
() Lost River REA-- fy 3, 500 4,100 | January 1959__- 2,246 | July 1959 3, 547 
\) Lower Valley - --- aos 2, 600 2,300 | February 1959 2,740 | July 1959 3, 460 
N) Subtotal. -.--- Busca 26, 000 25, 500 
yn | ‘ 
() Minidoka project: | 
Albion. scart eran 160 310 | January 1959 108 | May 1959 a 316 
A) Burley ._- cae — 7. 600 5,900 | January 1959 6,500 | May 1959 5, 650 
) Declo-.-- ad. aires 240 170 | January 1959__. 236 | September 1958 224 
) Heyburn..--- intel 640 440 | March 1959 1,230 | May 1959 1, 210 
Minidoka : . | 250 200 | January 1959 150 | May 1958 ~ 134 
K) Rupert 5, 400 4,000 | January 1959 4,400 | September 1958. 3, 500 
() East End Mutual Electric | 570 440 | January 1959- 540 | September 1958_ 408 
Co. 
4 Farmers Electric Co 320 240 | January 1959 275 | September 1958 207 
N) | Raft River Rural Electric Co 1, 050 7,000 | October 1958 2.980 | July 1959 . 11,040 
0 Riverside Electric Co 440) 390 | February 1959 388 | May 1959 328 
M) Rural Electric Co 1, 800 1,800 | February 1959 1,544 | September 1958_ 1, 468 
South Side Electric Co 800 1,900 | October 1958 829 | July 1959 1, 562 
0 Unity Licht & Power Co 2, 320 1,990 | January 1959 2,188 | September 1958_ 1,772 
) I Walcott Electric. - 150 130 | January 1959 129 | September 1958. 118 
4 i Paul Electric Co_. 1, 550 1,150 | January 1959... 1,440 | September1958_ 1, 248 
M) Subtotal padi tabndataih 23, 590 26, 060 
M) es m: ~ oo : os 
) 
M) TABLE No. 5.—Immediate customer requirements to year 1964 (peak kilowatts) 
i) : az manda geal are al = 
\) 
Summer 
) 
M) Contract ; 
" ! Present 1958 1964 
, C.R.D. peak request 
) 
) 
i) Albion 310 296 536 
Burley... ‘ 5, 900 5, 000 8. 000 
A) Declo_.._- ; ; 170 224 360 
M) East End - 7 44() 408 614 
v) Fall River. _- - . 5 ‘ 3, 100 2, 950 6, 800 
Farmers. .__.__. : 3 240 207 276 
0) Heyburn OER - c : 140 500 3, 800 
) Idaho Falls : 16, 000 14, 914 24, 900 
_ Lost River... : a , a5k55 4, 100 2, 167 | 4, 85 
Lower Valley a 2, 300 2 940 5, 900 
) Minidoka... acapeada ; ; 200 134 147 
i) a es Se jcstiamitnicod s : 1, 150 1, 248 | 1. 620 
Prairie 5 a ss : 250 437 825 
N) Raft River... ase Loe fats ee 7,000 | 9, 972 21, 998 
M) Cs ce ans 390 320 480 
¥) ik. 5: c 1, 800 1, 468 3, 400 
Rupert ee one PS Ss eae ee 4, 000 3, 500 4,799 
fe South Side... 5S 1, 900 1, 374 | 2, 501 
) See ee ae ee on os See 1, 990 1, 772 2 304 
Rate i eT s 130 118 190 
iia ritnionisee satesesnc Pxeusics ms : 51, 810 49, 949 94, 135 


Mr. BENNETT. At the time I was before the Senate committee I 
made this statement which has been quoted out of context: 
These people now have contracts for power with the Federal Government 


and we believe they should continue to receive from the Federal Government 
i power to meet their growing needs. 
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That particular testimony was presented following earlier tegti- 
mony which had shown that the Burns Creek development wag 
feasible undertaking and was useful in making full development of 
the water resources of the particular stretch of Snake River. 

It should be recognized that the project was not planned or pro. 

osed on the assumption that the Federal Government had a respongi- 
bility in meeting the growing power loads. 

It was initiated in an effort to improve Palisades operations and the 
powerplants were asked to improve and make fuller use of an exist. 
ing reservoir and resource. 

It should be recognized also that the Interior Department as well as 
the Bureau of the Budget had already approved the Burns Creek 
report at the time the testimony was presented. 

That report indicated that the market for the additional power from 
the combined Burns Creek-Palisades powerplant was as a result of 
the increasing loads of preference customers now being served by the 
Federal power system in southern Idaho. 

Consequently, if the project were to be constructed these customers 
should be those who would receive the increased Federal power rather 
than going to new customers. 

Now, I have one additional comment. The Burns Creek proposal 
does not in any way set a precedent. Throughout the years the Bu- 
reau of Reclamation, in attempting to develop resources at particular 
sites or particular river stretches, has constructed many reregulating 
reservoirs quite similar to the Burns Creek proposal. 

For example, we have Kennewick, below Shasta Dam, which con- 
tains a powerplant and reregulates Shasta releases. 

We have the Nimbus powerplant below Folsom Reservoir. 

We have Davis-Parker below Hoover Dam. 

We have Kevoyo below Elephant Butte, Olympus below Estes, 
Horse Tooth in the Big Thompson system. 

We have the Gray Reef Dam which was authorized by this Congress 
just last year. 

So we cannot state that this isa precedent. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I will point out in my prepared statement some 
of those items that I think are extremely important and particularly 
those places wherein certain things have changed since we testified 
earlier. 

As originally reported, the project would have cost $40,310,000. 
That was based upon January 1, 1956, price levels. 

The estimate cost of new facilities at January 1959 price levels is 
$45,430,000. That has been tentatively allocated: irrigation, $849, 
000; power, $44,532,000; fish and wildlife and recreation, $49,000, 
which comes to the total of $45,430,000. 

As originally reported the ratio of benefits to cost amounted to 1.27 
to 1 over a 50-year period of analysis and 1.48 to 1 for a 100-year 

eriod. 

Although the 1959 costs are somewhat higher, there would be 4 
corresponding increase in power benefits so that the previously re- 
ported benefit-to-cost ratios would show little changes and are con- 
sidered to be valid for 1959. 

Those ratios which were developed for the 1957 hearings are 1.19 to 
1 for the 50-year period, and 1.40 to 1 for the 100-year period. 
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Now, as to repayment we still contemplate that repayment would 
be accomplished as in the original report except that all commercial 
ower investment costs will be amortized at 3 percent interest. 

On this basis irrigators would pay $775,000 of the $849,000 allocated 
to irrigation in 40 years without interest. 

The balance of $74,000 would be assigned for repayment by power 
revenues. 1 ; 

The commercial power investment of $44,532,000 plus interest dur- 
ing construction, would be repaid from system power revenues and 
the $49,000 allocated to fish and wildlife and recreation would be 
nonreimbursable. ry 

You obtain a slightly different payout under the provisions of 
HLR. 1235 than you do under the provisions of S. 281. The reason 
for this is that under S. 281 there would be a somewhat slower installa- 
tion of generators to match the growing load of the preference cus- 
tomers. Under H.R. 1235 complete project payout would be accom- 
plished in the 50th year of full operation of the Burns Creek power- 
plant, which is the 58th year of operation of the Palisades powerplant. 

Attached to my statement is table 1 which shows the consolidated 
project cost, the allocations, and the repayments. 

Now, under the provisions of S. 281 the complete payout of the 
entire project would be accomplished in the 50th year of full operation 
of the Burns Creek powerplant. So far as the irrigation space is 
concerned, we have on hand already applications for that water that 
exceed the amount of the water that will be available. 

There can be little question about the ability to market that space 
at the rate of $7.75 per acre-foot. 

Mr. Harry. May I ask a question? 

Mr. Rocers. Mr. Haley. 

Mr. Hater. Mr. Bennett, on the allocation of the water, and I 
see that you have already taken applications out there, I notice that 
three organizations or corporations have made applications for a total 
of 36,000 acre-feet. One of them is 16,600, another one with a 20,000- 
foot application which have after them “Ltd.” 

Is that a Canadian outfit? 

Mr. Netson. No, sir. 

Mr. Hater. What does the “Ltd.” stand for? 

Mr. Netson. That is a canal company organized under the laws of 
the State of Idaho. Not being an attorney, I am certain I cannot tell 
you. 

Mr. Rogers. Let the Chair make this comment: There is such a 
thing as an organization in this country followed by “Ltd.” which 
means limited partnership. 

Mr. Harry. I just wanted to be sure we were not furnishing the 
Canadians any water. 

Mr. Bennerr. On the power production and marketing, Mr. Chair- 
man, the total average energy output based upon our 26-year study 
period increases from 635 mililon kilowatt-hours per year for Pali- 
sades alone, to 1,129 million kilowatt-hours for the combined genera- 
tion, 

_ The power rates that we would propose there are the same rates now 
in existence for the Palisades project. This rate schedule returns 
approximately 4.7 mills per kilowatt-hour for firm power, 414 mills 
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for irrigation season firm; 3 mills per kilowatt-hour for pumping 
energy, to existing Federal projects, 3 mills per kilowatt-hour for 
seasonal nonfirm available; 9 percent of the time and 2. mills for dump 
energy. 

The average wholesale rate for combined Burns Creek-Palisades 
would be 3.48 mills per kilowatt-hour. 

All firm power available from the Snake River Basin plants inelyd. 
ing Palisades, has been sold to some 20 preference customers and 
Federal irrigation projects, some of whom started taking power from 
the original Minidoka project in 1911. 

At the present time the peak requirement of a number of these 
customers exceeds their present contract ceiling as is illustrated jp 
table 4 attached to my statement. 

A recently executed integration contract with Idaho Power Co. wil] 
enable the Government to increase these contract amounts by approxi- 
mately 30,000 kilowatts. 

However, the 20 preference customers submitted applications total- 
wing 42,000 kilowatts which will need to be scaled down to meet the 
amount available. 

This means that load growth will have overtaken system capacity 
by about 1962 or 1968. 

The applications that we received are listed in table No. 5. 

It appears that it would not be possible to complete the installation 
of the first unit at Burns Creek in time to match the load growth 
requirements. 

The first unit could be on the line in 1965 and under the provisions 
of S. 281 it is estimated that the completion of the second and third 
units will be required no later than 4 years after the first unit to meet 
developing summer loads which include large amounts of underground 
irrigation pumping. 

I think that briefs my prepared statement, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rocers. Thank you, Mr. Bennett, for an excellent briefing of 
that statement. Ithink it is very clear and very concise. 

Are there any questions ? 

Mrs. Prost. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask about the figure 
Congressman Thomson used in his testimony, that to build the dam 
itself without the power facilities the Bureau of Reclamation had 
given a figure of something like $2,103,000. 

I notice in table 1 of your cost allocation repayment schedule that 
for a dam and reservoir on Burns Creek you show $13,343,000. 

Is this the same structure that Congressman Thomson was refer- 
ring to? 

Mr. Bennett. No, ma’am. Mr. Thomson is referring to a dam 
known as the Conant Valley Dam, which we investigated, starting 
back about 1951. That was a dam which we considered along with 
several others for the purpose of straight reregulation of the Burns 
Creek releases. 

That is a 17,300 acre-foot capacity reservoir. We did estimate the 
cost. of that dam originally at a little more than $2 million. 

However, further investigation of that particular site, further study 
of the flood flows of the river, showed us that the spillway capacity 
was too small. If we adjusted that and if we indexed those costs up 
to date, that structure would cost about $6,100,000. 
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Mrs. Prost. On what cost index year were these estimates made? 

Mr. Bennetrr. Those were January 1952 prices. 

Mrs. Prost. Will this Conant project take the place of the Burns 
Creek project ; 

Mr. Bennett. No, it was for a somewhat different purpose. It 
was intended as a straight reregulation reservoir without any power 
installation at that point. 

It was a feasible undertaking in the sense that the benefits would 
exceed the costs. 

However, we could accomplish the same thing cheaper if we pur- 
chased power to firm up Palisades. 

Therefore, we did not believe that it was a justified investment. 

Mrs. Prost. How far down from the Palisades would the Conaut 
Valley oo be ¢ 

Mr. Bennetr. We considered four sites below Palisades that ranged 
from about 16 to 30 miles below. We have the Swan Valley site, Con- 
ant Valley, and Dry Creek site and Burns Creek. 

We looked at all four of those sites. Burns Creek bei ‘ing the one 
about 30 miles below Palisades. 

Mrs. Prost. I have had letters from farmers in the area stating 
their need for additionial power to pump water. 

Do you know whether the demands from the area will be sufficient 
that we need the Burns Creek in addition to the Kemmerer, Wyo., 
coal generation plant that Mr. Thomson spoke about ? 

Mr. Bennerr. We recognize that the farmers throughout that area 
are quite interested in power for irrigation pumping. Many of them 
are pumping from the ground-water basins that exist throughout that 
area. They have indicated a great desire for pumping power. 

Mrs. Prost. Are you familiar with the types of crops grown in this 
particular area ¢ 

Mr. Bennerr. Yes, ma’am. 

Mrs. Prost. Are there many surplus crops grown in the area? 

Mr. Bennett. So far as I am aware, there are no so-c valled surplus 
crops in this area. If there are any, they are very, very minor. 

It is basically alfalfa- 

Mr. Sartor. Will you specify what you mean by area ? 

Mrs. Prosr. The area that Burns Creek will serve, Mr. Saylor. 
That would be the southeast area in Idaho that surrounds Burns 
Creek in which power would be transmitted for pumping purposes. 

Mr. Sartor. Is that 1 mile, 2 miles, 10 miles? 

Mr. Rocers. Will the lady yield? 

Mrs. Prost. Yes, I will y ield to the gentleman from P ennsylvania. 

Mr. Saytor. Mr. Bennett, will you tell us how far out it is? I 
have visited this area. I have seen some of the crops out there. I 

can tell you very frankly I have asked the Department of Agriculture 
to furnish me with the table of the crops grown out there. I have 
seen mile after mile of wheat out in that area. 

Now, [ want to know where you are going to m: irket this power and 
where you are going to do the underground pumping. Let us limit 
this testimony and let us not deal in generalities. 

Mr. Bennerr. You are correct, there is wheat grown in some parts 


of Idaho. The wheat. is not irrigated in most. instances. It is dry- 
land farming for wheat 
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The area I am referring to is that along the river that is irrigated 
from Palisades clear down to about American Falls. That is the 
main irrigated area in that valley. 

Those crops are to a great extent, alfalfa, potatoes, certain types 
of vegetables, some melons, sugar beets, things of that sort. 

It is that type of economy. 

Mrs. Prosr. Mr. Chairman, I will reserve the balance of my time if 
I may. 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Saylor, do you have any further questions? 

Mr. Sartor. I want to ask Mr. Bennett, since he has brought these 
figures up to date on January 1, 1959, if he had any idea what the 
long-term bonds which Uncle Sam was selling on January 1, 1959, 
were costing ? 

Mr. Bennett. No, I do not know what that interest rate is for that 
particular time. 

Mr. Sartor. If I were to tell you that the interest rate for long. 
term bonds sold at that time was above 4 percent, what effect would 
it have on this project ? 

Mr. Bennerr. There is no question but what a 4-percent interest 
rate analysis would increase the length of payout period for this 
project. 

Mr. Sartor. Just increase the length of the payout period? 

Mr. Bennett. If you kept the rates constant; yes, sir. 

Mr. Sartor. Then you state that these remarks that you made were 
taken out of context, which have been referred to by several witnesses! 

Mr. Bennett. They were, I think, made without full recognition 
of all the testimony that had gone before, Mr. Saylor. 

Mr. Saytor. Mr. Bennett, I have read it again and again and again. 
While you may try to weasel out of what you have said, there is no 
doubt about your statement. It is the statement that there is a con- 
tinual responsibility on the Federal Government to supply preference 
customers with power to meet their growing needs. 

Very frankly, if that is the case, if that is the attitude of the Bureau 
of Reclamation, we need not worry about Mr. Khrushchev’s state- 
ment that our grandchildren will live under communism. 

If that is the philosophy of the people in the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion who handle these matters, we are living under it and we might 
as well face up to it. 

Mr. Rocers. Will the gentleman yield to the Chair for a moment! 

Mr. Saytor. I will. 

Mr. Rocrers. The Chair wants to relax this firm statement about 11 
o’clock and grant an additional 10 minutes in view of the discussion. 

Mr. Sisk. Will the gentleman yield at that point? 

Mr. Sartor. I want to hear what he has to say. 

Mr. Bennetr. Mr. Congressman, neither the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion nor myself believe that the Federal Government has any utility 
type of responsibility. I so testified before the Senate committee 
earlier in response to a question by Senator O’Mahoney. I indi- 
cated to him that in the event the customers now served by the 
Federal Government within any market area, if their demands ex- 
ceeded the availability of Federal power in that area, then they would 
have to look elsewhere for power. I so testified in the same hearing. 
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Now, that is my basic thinking and it is the basic thinking of the 
Bureau of Reclamation. We believe in this instance that here is an 
opportunity to make a complete development of a natural resource 
and that if that resource is developed the logical thing to do with it is 
to serve the customers which we now have rather than seek new 
customers. i 

Mr. Uttman. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Sayuor. No. & 

Mr. Bennett. That in my judgment does not espouse a utility type 
of concept at all. ol» 

Mr. Sartor. Suppose this project is not built. The only thing that 
this committee authorizes is a reregulating reservoir, then what is the 
position of the Bureau of Reclamation ? 

Mr. Bennett. In that event as soon as the customers that receive 
the 30,000 kilowatts we have obtained by integration with Idaho 
Power have reached that limit, they will simply have to look elsewhere 
for their power. ; 

Mr. Sartor. Now, Mr. Thomson stated in his testimony that he 
has been informed that the Bureau of Reclamation did not believe 
that the Palisades Dam was limited by a 40-year period. Is that your 
philosophy and belief ? a 

Mr. Bennetr. We think that the authorizing act of the Palisades 
project is quite clear in that regard, that there actually is no time limit 
under which the power allocation has to be returned. 

As a matter of fact, even the original planning report which was 
before the committee at the time of reauthorization of Palisades in 
1950 contained this statement: 

For the purpose of this report, thought not required by law, it has been assumed 
that repayment of these costs will be effected within 50 years from the time 
that the last unit of the powerplant is placed in service. 

The limitation in Federal reclamation law is upon the length of time 
over which the Secretary may contract for power. 

Mr. Sartor. In other words, it is the opinion of the Bureau of 
Reclamation that the act of 1939, which is the basic law and under 
which you are supposed to be operating, fixing a 40-year repayment 
period plus a 10-year development period, has no effect ? 

Mr. Benner. That applies to irrigation. 

Mr. Saytor. It only applies to irrigation ? 

Mr. Bennerr. It applies to irrigation. 

Mr. Sartor. Now, as I read the charts that you have furnished 
the Senate committee, in an effort to make this project feasible you 
have postponed the interest-free payments on Palisades until the tail 
end of this development. 

Mr. Bennerr. That is correct; that is what we do in all of our anal- 
ysis. We first. return the interest-bearing investment and then use the 
interest-bearing revenues to assist in the irrigation payout. 

Mr. Saytor. I assure you, Mr. Bennett, you had better stay with 
Uncle Sam because Heaven help you if you ever get out in private 
business and try to make a living on that basis because somebody has 
to pay for the interest-free money. Every sound business tries to get 
rid of the obligations that are least remunerative in the first instance. 

51710—60-—_7 
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Your philosophy would indicate that the Bureau of Reclamation 
has found we need not worry about financing, put it off. 

I think it might be a very good idea that we have a refresher course 
down there in the Bureau of Reclamation and take the people back 
and make them read the original contracts and the original debates 
preceding the act of 1902 wherein this idea of interest-free money came 
into existence. 

It was to assist the farmer for a period of 10 years, not forever, 

The Bureau of Reclamation has by 1959, in a period of 57 years, 
gotten to a state where the people down there feel that this interest- 
free money can go on forever. 

Do you own any Government bonds that are interest free? 

Mr. Benner. No, sir. 

Mr. Saytor. Do you know anybody else who owns any bonds that 
are interest free ? 

Mr. Bennett. No, sir. 

Mr. Sartor. Do you know any bank in the country that has invested 
any money in any bonds that are interest free. 

Mr. Bennett. No, sir. 

Mr. Sartor. Then somebody is going to have to pay the interest 
on the bonds that are necessary to finance this; is that not right? 

Mr. Bennetr. Well, that is correct. 

Of course, the basic philosophy underlying the Reclamation Act is 
the interest-free irrigation investment, Mr. Saylor. 

Mr. Sartor. But do you subscribe to the philosophy that irrigation 
should be the principal feature of any reclamation project. 

Mr. Bennett. I think irrigation is a very worthwhile undertaking 
and should be continued. 

However, we have received from the Solicitor of the Department 
many, many times, his legal opinion that under the 1939 act all fune- 
tions of a project are on a par with each other. 

Mr. Sartor. That being the case, all being on a par and there being 
three functions in here, each one should be 3314 percent / 

Mr. Bennetr. They are on a par, sir, in relationship to their con- 
siderations and not in relation to their method of allocation. 

Mr. Sartor. What do you mean by that ? 

Mr. Bennett. I would like to quote to you certain parts of a memo 
of March 28, 1958, from the Solicitor of the Interior Department. 
Tt goes to that point. 

Mr. Rogers. The 10 minutes is up. The Chair will allow another 
10 minutes in view of this discussion prompted by the extreme interest 
shown. 

Mr. Stsk. Mr. Chairman, I have some questions. 

Mr. Rogers. The Chair will stay here until 12 o’clock. 

Mr. Sisk. I was curious. Some of the other witnesses would like 
to be heard this morning. 

Mr. Rogers. Some of them will be heard. The Chair was hoping 
that the members in their questioning would cooperate. 

Mr. Savior. Frankly I made the request that the department wit- 
nesses be brought back next year. 

Mr. Sisk. It was my understanding that the Chair said they would 
be brought back, but for the purpose of the record they be ‘allowed 
to put their statements in. 
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We would ask questions later. 

Mr. Sayvor. In view of that fact, Mr. Chairman, I will reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. Rocers. I think Mr. Bennett was answering a question of Mr. 
Saylor. ; 4 
Mr. Bennett. I quote from this particular memo: 

It is clear from an examination of the language of section 9(a) of the 1930 
act, as amended by the act of August 14, 1946, that irrigation, power, municipal 
water supply, or other miscellaneous purposes as well as flood control and 
navigation, stand on a par with each other. 

Since there never has been and could not be any question that this language 
covers the construction of a single-purpose project for irrigation, there can 
be equally little question that it would cover a project that embraced other 
purposes, but did not include as a part of its physical function the function 
or irrigation. 

[am talking about standing on a par in that sense. 

Mr. Sartor. I might say I do not know who the Solicitor was, but 
[advise him to go back to law school. 

Mr. Bennetr. This was signed by Elmer Bennett, when he was 
Solicitor. 

Mr. Sartor. I have disagreed with him before in some of his 
philosophy, and I will disagree with him on that. 

reserve the balance of my time, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rogers. Are there any other questions / 

Mr. Hauey. I have a good many questions I should like to ask Mr. 
Bennett, but in view of the limitation of time I will reserve my time 
and hope that I will be permitted to propound those questions when 
he comes back later. 

Mr. Rocers. The gentleman from Florida will be afforded every 
opportunity to ask his questions. 

Mr. Lancen. I will reserve my questions in the interest of time. 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Ullman. 

Mr. Uttman. I am not going to takea great deal of time, Mr. Chair- 
man, but I asked the gentleman from Pennsylvania to yield and he 
did not yield tome. I merely would like to state that the other day he 
was very favorably moved by a bill to change the name of Roosevelt 
Dam to Theodore Roosevelt Dam so that the distinction would be 
very clear that Theodore Roosevelt was the one who stimulated 
this great irrigation project. 

I think it should be noted that Theodore Roosevelt reiterated time 
after time after time that the full hydroelectric potential of our rivers 
should be developed, and I think that he will be remembered for his 
resource conservation program including his advocacy of full hydro- 
electric development. of our greater river resources in this country. 

I think that this is a typical example of the type of thing that 
Theodore Roosevelt advocated for so long. 

_ The gentleman also advocated that we go back and read the record 
in 1902. I think this will be very refreshing for the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania ; 

Mr. Saytor. I have done it. 

Mr. Uttman. To read also the writings of the man he wants the dam 
to be named after, Theodore Roosevelt, and to grasp the full philoso- 
phy of resources development advocated by that great gentleman. 

Mr. Burpick. Mr. Chairman. 
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Mr. Utiman. I will yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. Buroick. I want to take a few seconds to compliment the wit. 
ness for his forthright and excellent manner in presenting his test}. 
mony. 

Mr. Bennerr. Thank you. 

Mr. Uttman. Mr. Chairman, I would like to get this one point 
clear. What part of the power from this project will be utilized for 
irrigation pumping? 

Mr. Bennerr. We anticipate that on non-Federal pumping about 
155 million kilowatt-hours a year will go for that purpose, or roughly 
20 percent. 

Mr. Utitman. Now, this includes all the power, the firm and non- 
firm, that you are talking about—the total power capacity / 

Mr. BENNETT. Let me put it this way, to be sure I answer your 
question correctly. 

The combined generation of Burns Creek-Palisades which we term 
as “salable”—in ‘other words, it is generation minus losses and so 
forth—is 1,021 million kilowatt- hours. 

Now, out of that total, about 91 million will be devoted to non- 
Federal pumping which is an increase over what is now being done 
out. of Palisades of about 155 million. 

Did you follow those numbers? I don’t know how else really to 
answer you. 

Mr. Uttman. Out of that 1 billion total kilowatts, what portion 
will be purchased as interruptible power by the private power com- 
panies ? 

Mr. Bennett. I don’t know whether they will purchase it or not, 
but we figure that there are two different kinds—what we call sea- 
sonal, nonfirm, which will amount to an increase of about 42 million 
kilowatt-hours per year; and what we term “dump energy” that will 
amount to about 103 million kilowatt-hours per year. 

Mr. Utitman. This is an increase over—— 

Mr. Bennert. This is an increase over what is there with Palisades 
alone. 

Mr. Utiman. This will not be available to the preference cus- 
tomers ? 

Mr. Brennetrr. Well, it is available to anyone who can use it, but 
it is the type of energy that you have to work into some other system 
to really make it usable. 

Mr. Utiman. Is it my understanding that you will not contract 
with the REA for the nonfirm power because you can only sell them 
firm power? 

Mr. Bennerr. I think throughout this area that is a fair state 
ment. 

There are other areas, the Missouri Basin, for instance, where we 
are selling nonfirm power to REA’s and things of that kind, which 
have their own generating equipment whereby they can utilize it 
in their system. 

Mr. Ustiman. But you will not sell it to them unless they have 
existing facilities to firm up the energy ? 

Mr. Bennerr. We are willing to sell it to them, but they probably 
are not willing to purchase it ‘because it is of little value to them. 
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Mr. Utitman. I would like to clear up one additional question— 
that raised by Congressman Thomson whereby he indicated the 
yer kilowatt cost of energy here would be approximately 5.27 
mills and that you were going to sell it for 3.48 and then we 
have the inference how can you pay out a project with that kind of 
arithmetic. 

I would like to have you comment on that. 

Mr. Bennett. Iam happy to, sir. 

We have recently analyzed what it would cost to amortize the 
Burns Creek investment as an incremental investment. 

In other words, using the increase in energy production you get 
by Burns Creek and selling that at a rate which would amortize 
solely the Burns Creek investment, we find that would be approxi- 
mately 5.4 mills per kilowatt-hour. 

This situation is not unusual. I think it is common practice in 
private utility systems—that as you begin to build additional plants 
in your system that particular plant probably costs you more than 
what you now have in your system. 

But you can still. I think the utility word is “roll” that cost. into 
that system. It is absorbed under your present rate structure to the 
extent that you can do that. It is done throughout. 

It is the very heart and soul of the problem that this committee 
considered at great length in connection with the Trinity develop- 
ment. It is done throughout the entire Columbia Basin system. It is 
simply adding a high-cost plant into a system which is selling the 
energy at an average system rate. 

Mr. Utiman. Might I interject, In what system are you talking 
about here? Are we including the whole southern Idaho system ? 

Mr. Bennerr. No, the Palisades system only. 

Mr. Utitman. Was there not in the Palisades law a provision that 
there should be integration with the southern Idaho reclamation 
system ? 

Mr. Bennett. As I recall, that was the same act which also author- 
ized the powerplant at the American Falls Reservoir and indicated 
that the two should be integrated; but we have never constructed the 
plant at the American Falls Reservoir. 

Mr. Utiman. If the southern Idaho reclamation system—following 
the same line of reasoning—were integrated into the Palisades system, 
that in turn would give additional benefits, would it not ? 

Mr. Bennerr. Possibly, yes. 

Mrs. Prosr. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Utiman. I yield. 

Mrs. Prost. I would like to ask just two or three questions on this 
subject, if you have completed your questions. 

Mr. Utitman. I will certainly yield. 

Mrs. Prosr. I wanted particularly to ask the Bureau witnesses with 
regard to what the real purpose of Palisades is. Is it an irrigation 
or a power project ? 

Could you just brief us, for the record, on what Palisades real pur- 
pose is ? 

Mr. Benner. Palisades accomplishes two things: It permits ad- 
ditional generation of power and it permits some additional firming 
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of power at Palisades. It also provides 100,000 acre-feet of space for 
irrigation water which can be sold, for which there is a market. 

Now, the allocations which we have made do come up some—~— 

Mrs. Prost. Now, I am speaking of Palisades, the large dam. 

Mr. Bennerr. The function of Palisades is basically Irrigation 
The entire capacity of the Palisades Reservoir is devoted to irrigation, 

_Mrs. Prost. Approximately how many acres does Palisades jp. 
rigate ¢ 

Mr. Netson. Palisades storage will be applied to something like 
650,000 acres. 

Mrs. Prost. Is there adequate storage in Palisades to irrigate 
the 650,000 acres of land year in and year out ? r 

Mr. Netson. No; there is not. 

Mrs. Prosr. Then approximately how much additional irrigation 
storage do you need / 

Mr. Nexson. The existing lands in the entire upper Snake River 
Valley when Palisades was first conceived, made application for 1,500, 
000 acre-feet of space, but due to site limitations and to prevent flood- 
ing of lands in Wyoming and other improvements the limit of construe- 
tion of Palisades was to a storage capacity, active storage capacity, 
of 1,200,000 acre-feet, so that we had at that time an oversubscription of 
300,000 acre-feet. 

Mrs. Prosr. In other words, more acreage could be irrigated pro- 
vided we could place the water on the land; is that true? There is 
a demand for it ? 

Mr. Nevson. Yes; that statement is true. 

However, I should point out that the existing lands, after the dis- 
astrous water-shortage period of 1934 and 1935, subscribed to the 
entire capacity of Palisades and they are the lands that need the addi- 
tional 300,000 acre-feet. 

Mrs. Prosr. When you say oversubscribe, you are speaking of the 
650,000 acres that are being irrigated 4 

Mr. Newson. Now. 

Mrs. Prosr. That are now being irrigated and there was demand 
for additional water, but there was no additional water for those areas; 
is that true? 

Mr. Netson. That is correct. 

Mrs. Prosr. Then my statement to Congressman Thomson of Wyo- 
ming was correct when I reminded him, that had it not been for the 
objection of the people in Wyoming that Palisades could have been 
constructed to store sufficient water to have taken care of this area so 
far as irrigation was concerned. 

Mr. Netson. Yes, that is correct; because at the time it was realized 
that 1,500,000 acre-feet was needed, an examination was made of the 
possibility of raising Palisades, which would have included the stor- 
age that we are now speaking of for Burns Creek. : 

We looked into the advisability of going up, raising the dam still 
more, to get an additional 300,000, but the compact that was entered 
into with the State of Wyoming, and I might add that Wyoming was 
most cooperative on that, resulted in a capacity of 1,200,000 acre-feet. 

Mrs. Prost. In other words, Burns Creek is a necessary adjunct to 
the Palisades Dam in order to provide adequate irrigation for the 
650,000 acres that are being irrigated by Palisades; is that a true 
statement ¢ 
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Mr. Bennett. I think there is no question but what Burns Creek 
would be very, very helpful in servicing the existing irrigated lands. 

Mrs. Prosr. How many times have you needed the irrigation water 
for this area that is being i irrigated at the present time w ith Palisades 
water ¢ 

Mr. Netson. Our study covered a 26-year period for which we had 
records. That study showed that the entire capacity of Burns Creek 
would have been needed once in that period. 

Mr. Rocers. The Chair does not want to cut anyone off, but the 
two 10-minute periods allowed have now consumed 30 minutes, so I 
think perhaps we had better get along with the proponents. 

We want to thank both of you for coming up. We look forward 
toseeing you again after the first of the year. 

Mr. Netson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Bennetr. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Rocers. The next witness to be recognized is Mr. Lynn Cran- 
dall, Idaho Falls, Idaho, former watermaster of the upper Snake 
River. 

Mr. Uttman. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rocers. Mr. Ullman. 

Mr. Utitman. I wonder if it will be possible to hear all of the 
witnesses and question them en bloc? 

Mr. Rocers. I think so, but I think that was decided against. 

The Chair’s understanding is that there would be an opportunity 
afforded one of the proponents this morning, other than the Members 
of Congress, and the departinental witnesses and one of the opponents. 

Now, if anybody wants to change that, I will be glad to eitertain 
a motion. 

Mr. Utiman. I have no objection. It was a point of inquiry. 

Mr. Rogers. Will you identify yourself ? 


STATEMENT OF LYNN CRANDALL, IDAHO FALLS, IDAHO, FORMER 
WATERMASTER OF UPPER SNAKE RIVER 


Mr, Cranpatt. My name is Lynn Crandall. For 29 years I was 
watermaster on Snake River in Idaho in charge of water deliveries 
to about 100 canals serving 114 million acres of irrigated lands, 
retiring from this position at age 70 on January 1, 1959. 

I am appearing here on behalf, and at the request, of the Snake 
River water users. 

I have given a prepared statement to the committee. 

I will just discuss very briefly some of the more important features. 

Mr. Rogers. You may proceed. 

Mr, Crandall, let the Chair congratulate you on reaching the age 
of 70 and retiring. It looks like they won't let you elles 

Mr. Cranpauu. Well, the watermaster is elected annually under the 
Idaho law. I was elected annually each year for 29 years without a 
dissenting vote ever being cast against my election. 

Mrs. Prosr. Mr. C hairman, I would like to take this opportunity 
to congratulate the witness. He has been before this committee on 
two or ‘three other occasions. Certainly his experience in Idaho quali- 
fies him to speak from exper ience and knowledge of the need of such 
projects as the Burns Creek project. He has ‘been putting his own 
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support shoulder to shoulder with the farmers and the people of that 
area that need assistance from a man like him. 

The Chair was certainly correct when he said the people in Idaho 
won't let him retire, because we need his services too much. 

Mr. Rocers. Without objection your statement will be included jp 
the record, Mr. Crandall, and you may proceed to discuss it, 

(The prepared statement follows:) 


STATEMENT BY LYNN CRANDALL, IDAHO FALLS, IDAHO 


My name is Lynn Crandall. For 29 years I was watermaster on Snake River 
in Idaho in charge of water deliveries to about 100 canals serving 1144 million 
acres of irrigated lands, retiring from this position at age 70 on January 1, 1959, 
I am appearing here on behalf of and at the request of the Snake River water 
users. 

They strongly believe that storage developments should be favored on the 
upstream portions of Snake River so that the water can be picked up and 
reused as it travels downstream. Thus it better serves the needs of more 
people over a longer stretch of the river, providing a more equalized flow. 

In response to the sentiment the Bureau of Reclamation has studied the 
matter of additional storage possibilities on the upper Snake and has selected 
the Burns Creek project as the best available new project. There are some 
storage sites available on Snake River and its tributaries in Wyoming and the 
Wyoming-Idaho water compact recognizes the right of Idaho to make water 
filings in Wyoming for use in Idaho. However, these would involve flooding 
some privately owned Wyoming lands and strong local opposition has been 
expressed against such flooding on account of the livestock industry being 
dependent on them to grow hay for winter feeding and because 96 percent of 
the area of Teton County, Wyo., is in Federal ownership leaving only 4 precent 
of the area to bear the tax burden of local government. 

The Idaho water users do not desire to get into a controversy with their 
Wyoming neighbors over building new reservoirs in Wyoming for Idaho use and 
accordingly are supporting the Burns Creek project which is entirely in Idaho, 
This project is, in fact, the only feasible site in Idaho for additional storage 
development on the main Snake River upstream from Milner Dam, which is the 
lowest downstream point for irrigation diversions from Snake River by gravity 
flow canals. 

The desire of the Snake River water users for supplemental storage is evi- 
denced by the fact that applications already received for Burns Creek space 
are substantially in excess of the 100,000 acre-feet available. These applications 
are for use on lands now being irrigated mostly for supplemental use in dry 
years. 

The latest expression of their position is shown by the following resolution 
unanimously adopted at the annual meeting of the Snake River water users held 
at Idaho Falls, Idaho, on March 2, 1959: 


“RESOLUTION 


“Whereas the proposed Burns Creek Reservoir will serve as an equalizing 
reservoir making it possible to more fully utilize power production for peaking 
purposes at Palisades Dam besides furnishing additional power production 
needed in this area and furnishing 100,000 acre-feet of additional storage for 
use to supplement existing supplies in dry years, thereby replacing to some ex- 
tent water being consumed by new ground water pumping projects; and 

“Whereas applications have already been received from owners of space in 
*alisades Reservoir to purchase 168,000 acre-feet of irrigation space in Burns 
Creek Reservoir, which is evidence of the need for that additional irrigation 

yater and assurance that it will be readily salable: Therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Committee of Nine of Water District No. 36, representing 
the owners of 1%, million acres of irrigated land on Snake River, meeting at 
Idaho Falls, Idaho on March 2, 1959, approve the construction of the Burns 
Creek Reservoir subject to the following conditions: 

“1. That actual construction of the dam shall not begin until repayment con- 
tracts for disposal of at least 80 percent of the irrigation space have been 
signed. 
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“9 Authorization of the project shall include a provision that the Palisades 
power system, including Burns Creek, shall assume one-third of the annual cost 
of winter power loss at Minidoka Dam now borne by the water users under the 
Minidoka-Palisades contracts. 

“2 We have no objection to a provision in the authorization act to permit 
the use of not to exceed $15,000 annually of power revenues from the Palisades- 
Burns Creek power system for any actual necessary maintenance of flood control 
dikes on Snake River in the vicinity of Wilson, Wyo., and that an additional 
$15,000 annually of such power revenues may also be made available for any 
necessary maintenance of flood control dikes on Snake River in the Heise- 
Roberts area, Idaho. In both cases the expenditure of such funds shall be 
under the direction of the U.S. Corps of Engineers.” 

The large water development projects that have been built by the Government 
throughout the arid West are the basis of much of the life and business that now 
exists in the area. They are capital investments that directly and indirectly 
will repay their cost many times over during the years of their useful life. The 
people who live there because the projects were built have wants and needs 
that furnish business for all parts of America. They feel that the past record 
and a growing population fully justifies construction of additional projects until 
the water resources of our western streams are completely developed. 

As an illustration take the Palisades project on Snake River with which it 
is proposed that the Burns Creek project be integrated. Investigations for the 
Palisades project started in 1933. It was completed in 1958 at less than the 
estimated cost. It took 25 years to complete the investigations, work out agree- 
ments between conflicting interests, secure authorization from Congress and 
get the project built. In 1958, the first year of nearly full operation, it regu- 
lated the river flow to prevent any flood damage, furnished a supplemental water 
supply to irrigated lands, and furnished a power supply to the following users: 


Palisades Power Sales, calendar year 1958 


te ——— _ 








Energy 
Customer | kilowatt- Revenue 
| hours 

Idaho Power Co ; ; : neeee aa s pata ...| 193, 541, 000 $552, 244 
Utah Power & Light Co : bebe seen entbenedetdasibbneectee | 144, 129, 000 325, 744 
City of Idaho Falls_- baknansd ine ieee aaa -| 66,587, 000 338, 046 
Fall River REA__-_- ; cibadad &: : goats 8, 002, 000 40, 985 
Lost River REA ase cai Be siete aca 11, 640, 000 53, 660 
Lower Valley REA (Wyoming-Idaho) cibciatien hé i | 7, 300, 000 44, 782 
Michaud project pumping ebbnchale ich banda etn aa dala 4, 859, 000 14, 982 
Minidoka north side pumping Diainaanded : gti 72, 454, 000 226, 504 
Milner low lift pumping ___. Ad, ban deans Nakata sé 2, 891, 000 8, 672 
Minidoka power system a. ce — pan nis mel 7, 307, 000 84, 175 

NE sD shins a aciconteenuannebdicnidenaiieeesulbuil deb cieeteeeeae 528, 710, 000 1, 689, 794 


The above figures do not include miscellaneous uses at Palisades Dam of 
1,618,000 kilowatt-hours and $8,057. Included in the 1958 sales to the Idaho 
Power Co. and Utah Power & Light Co. are 103,749,000 kilowatt-hours and 
$311,247 representing sale of energy which is reserved for loads of the United 
States and its preference customers but which was not required for such loads 
in 1958. 

Most of the Snake River irrigators are served by the Idaho Power Co. and 
Utah Power & Light Co. so these companies share in the benefits that come 
from a stabilized and improved water supply. The Bureau of Reclamation 
estimates also that the integrated Palisades-Burns Creek power operation 
will provide about $500,000 per year income to these private utilities to cover 
their charges for transporting power over their lines from Goshen substation to 
place of use by loads of the United States and its preference customers. This is 
in addition to benefits derived by the private utilities from purchase of power for 
resale under their contracts with the Government. 

The Snake River water users are primarily interested in the Burns Creek 
Project as another step toward the full development of the Snake River water 
resources, because it will make available additional stored water mostly for 
dry year insurance and to partially replace depletions in riverflow resulting 
from recent ground water pumping in areas where the ground water is tribu- 
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tary to the river above the irrigation diversions. By acting as a reregulating 
reservoir it also will smooth out fluctuations in power releases from Palisades 
during periods when the riverfiow is less than the capacity of the water turbines 
thereby producing a more uniform flow at downstream points. These objectives 
can only be attained by sale of the power production which makes possible re. 
payment of most of the cost of the project which would not otherwise be feasible. 

Mr. Cranpatu. The Snake River water users believe that storage 
development should be built first on the upstream portion of the river 
so that the water can be picked up and reused again as it goes down. 
stream. Thus it serves the needs of the people better over a long 
section of the river ; it provides a more equalized flow. 

At the time of the Palisades construction, as Mr. Nelson said, there 
was an oversubscription of about 300,000 acre-feet and it might have 
been possible at that time to have either raised Palisades to accommo- 
date that or have included the Burns Creek project, but at the time 
the original studies were made they did not know how much power 
could be sold or what the people would subscribe for. It took 20 
years to get authorization for the Palisades project and another 5 
years to get it constructed. It was such a long continued struggle, 
with witnesses coming back here before your committee. 

I was interested in Mr. Saylor’s asking Mr. Budge yesterday why 
this Burns Creek had not been included in the original Palisades, 
He answered his own question when he said, if it had been included 
Palisades would never have been authorized. 

We were so glad to get Palisades on any terms that we took what 
we could get. 

This Burns Creek is the last storage site on Snake River in Idaho 
above the irrigation canals. It is the last Government power project 
that might be built in that area or it will be the end of storage for 
the Snake River canals unless additional storage is developed in 
Wyoming. The people there are much opposed to that on account 
of flooding land. They have little land up there and what they have 
is the basis of their livestock industry. 

In Teton County, Wyo., 96 percent of the land is owned by the 
Federal Government and only 4 percent is available as a tax basis 
for local expenditures. The Snake River water users appreciate that 
fact. They do not want to get into a controversy with their Wyo- 
ming neighbors over building more reservoirs in Wyoming for Idaho 
use, so they are supporting the Burns Creek project as the last de- 
velopment on the Snake. It is more costly, it provides less water; 
but that is true on all of the streams. The first reservoirs that you 
built are the more feasible and the cheapest ones in which you can 
store large volumes. You proceed along that line, exhausting the 
more favorable sites until now with this Burns Creek we are picking 
up the tag end of the available storage on Snake River. 

To make it feasible, it has to be integrated and allied and con- 
sidered as a part of the Palisades project. These water users have 
been dealing with this matter of buying stored water for 50 years. 
On Snake River they have Lake Walcott, Jackson Lake, American 
Falls, and Grassy Lake and Highland Park Reservoir and Palisades. 
Some of those reservoirs are entirely paid out, some of them they are 
making their payments on yet. But there is no better illustration of 
the need of the water than the willingness of these people, after a 
lifetime of using water, to subscribe for the additional capacity of 


Burns Creek. 


Whe 
141,00 
yarlou 
only 1 
that § 
at thet 
the Cc 
Creek 
which 
constr 
operat 
coal 1 
prope: 

The 
watts, 
it sho 
tion st 
gatiol 
what 
with t 
duein, 

Mo: 
Co. a 
benefi 

The 
Palis: 
per y 
trans] 
of us 

In 
kilow 
Powe 
two ¢ 
Palis 
area | 

Sn: 
them: 
insur 
insur 
call j 
used 
exhar 
perhs 
they 
prior 
each 
a gre 
right 

Th 
Cree 
Snak 
store 


depl 


BURNS CREEK PROJECT, IDAHO 103 


When we first sent out applications for subscriptions, there was 
141,000 acre-feet of space requested ; and the last figures that I saw, 
yarious additional applications had made a total of 168,01 10, of which 
only 100,000 is available. So there will be a problem of allocating 
that space among the subscribers. They have, on various occasions 
at their annual meetings in the last several years and at meetings of 
the Committee of Nine, adopted resolutions strongly favoring Burns 
Creek Reservoir; and the last resolution approved an amendment 
which was entered into on the Senate bill relating to deferring the 
construction of the units so as not to interfere with the coal mining 
operation in Wyoming. ‘They don’t have any objection against the 
coal miners, but they think that Burns Creek should be considered in 
proper perspective. — : 

The first unit of this coal producing plant will produce 150,000 kilo- 
watts, compared to only 90,000 for Burns Creek, and of this 90,000, 
it should be understood that that is only available during the irriga- 
tion season for between 4 and 5 months, and that during the nonirri- 
gation season there probably would not be over 30,000 kilowatts of 
what might be called firm power. So that you could not compare it 
with the whole plant on the basis of assuming that you would be pro- 
ducing 90,000 kilowatts throughout the year. 

Most of the Snake River irrigators are served by the Idaho Power 
Co. and Utah Power & Light Co., so these companies share in the 
benefits that come from a stabilized and improved water supply. 

The Bureau of Reclamation estimates, also, that the integrated 
Palisades-Burns Creek power operation will provide about $500,000 
per year income to these private utilities to cover their charges for 
transporting power over their lines from Goshen substation to place 
of use by loads of the United States and its preference customers. 

In 1958, Palisades powerplant, for example, produced 528 million 
kilowatt-hours of energy, of which 193 million was sold to the Idaho 
Power Co. and 144 million to the Utah Power & Light Co. Those 
two companies took about 60 percent of the power production of 
Palisades that year. So that this public power development in that 
area is not without some benefits to the private power companies. 

Snake River water users, like everybody else, are trying to insure 
themselves against vicissitudes. We all have old age insurance and 
insurance against wrecking our cars and building insurance and hail 
insurance, and so forth. This Burns Creek water is what you might 
call insurance water. There is a portion of it what will be partially 
used each year. In the dry years there may be individuals who will 
exhaust all of theirs and others who will exhaust half of theirs, and 
perhaps two or three times in 50 years it will be dry enough so that 
they completely drain all of the reservoir. It has the same rate of 
priority as the Palisades water right. It is merely an extension of 
each individual’s original Palisades allocation. It is like we gave him 
a greater portion than what he applied for under the Palisades water 
right. It will be operated in connection with the Palisades right. 

The Snake River water users are interested primarily in the Burns 
Creek project as another step toward the full development of the 
Snake River water resources, because it will make available additional 
stored water, mostly for dry year insurance and to partially replace 
depletions in river flow resulting from recent ground water pumping 
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in areas where ground water is tributary to the river above the 
irrigation diversions. 

There has been much concern about that. There have been severa] 
hundred thousand acres of land being irrigated by ground water 
pumping in the valley by late appropriators, that, of course, pumps 
water out of the ground and reduces what would otherwise be ground 
water inflow to the river, and that is having some effect on the inflow 
tothe American Falls Reservoir. 

Rather than get involved in a lot of litigation over it, they would 
rather provide more storage up the river and let it be replaced 
that way. 

By acting as a regulating reservoir, the Burns Creek Reservoir wil] 
also smooth out regulation from power releases from Palisades during 
periods when the river flow is less than the capacity of the water 
wheels, thereby producing a more uniform flow at downstream 
points. 

These objectives can only be obtained by sale of the power produc- 
tion which makes possible repayment of most of the cost of the project 
which would not otherwise be feasible. 

The water users regret that the emphasis on this project. has shifted 
from a water development project to a power project. They feel that 
that is the wrong way of looking at it. My wife and I are what you 
might call community stockholders in the Idaho Power Co. I have 
been familiar with the operations of that company for many years. 
It is an efficient and well-managed operation. They have done a good 
job of supplying power to their users in their territory. But as a 
stockholder I think they would be better advised for the longtime 
interest of the company if they lent their support to these water 
development projects that go to conserve and utilize the water re- 
sources of the river. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Rocers. Thank you, Mr. Crandall. 

Are there any questions? Mrs. Pfost ? 

Mrs. Prosr. Mr. Crandall, you made a statement a few moments 
ago that this would be the last dam on the Snake River above the 

vanals. 

Mr. Cranpatu. In Idaho. 

Mrs. Prosr. Is that because there is not another proper location? 

Mr. Cranpa.u. There are no other available sites. 

Mrs. Prosr. I have heard some discussion by members of the com- 
mittee that this would set a precedent and the first thing we know 
we would have a whole series of dams on the Snake River from the 
Wyoming border down. So you are saying that there definitely is 
no other site on the Snake River for additional dams? 

Mr. Cranpatt. No other site above Milner, in Idaho. 

Mrs. Prosr. Beg pardon? 

Mr. Cranpatx. No other site above Milner Dam in Idaho. That is 
where the last canal diversions take out of the river. 

Mrs. Prost. In your opinion, Mr. Crandall, would the approval of 
this Burns Creek project be setting a precedent ? 

Mr. Cranpatu. Well, I don’t know that I can answer that with any 
authority. The lawyers talk about procedents and judges decide 
precedents. I could not do any more than give you my personal 
opinion. 
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Mrs. Prosr. I understand, Mr. Crandall, that in Idaho this year, 
we have a little drier situation than usual, W ould there be 08 to 
draw upon the Burns Creek Reservoir this yea rif this were a reality ! 

Mr. Cranpat. As I said, the Burns Creek and Palisades rights, 
each individual company will have its combined rights in those two 
reservoirs. We probably would draw it out of the P alisades Reserv oil 
in order to maintain the powerhead at Burns Creek. Some of it 
would be used this year, perhaps not to exceed 25 percent. This year’s 
runoff is not one of extreme drought, perhaps it will be 90 percent of 
normal, something like that. . 

Mrs. Prosr. So in a year like this, Burns Creek could be very bene- 
ficial to the 650,000 acres that that are being irrigated from Palisades ? 

Mr. Cranpauu. There will be over 60 owners of space in Burns 
Creek Reservoir, and their requirements for that space vary greatly. 
Some of them have quite a lot of stored water and they would be 
holding that space only for very dry years. There are other people 
less well provided with water rights who would use some of it each 


So you cannot make a general statement. It is not all owned by 
users. 

Mr. Rocers. Mr. Saylor. 

Mr. Sartor. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I would 
like to say that I think the first day I sat on this committee I first 
saw the gentleman who is now on the witness stand, Mr. Lynn Cran- 
dall. At that time, he told us that he had been elected then without 
any opposition. I remembered it, because Glen Taylor, member of 
the committee, asked how many votes he had against him up until 
that time. Mr. Crandall told us then he had none. John Murdock, 
the acting chairman of the committee, asked him how he did it. Nor- 
ris Poulson, the present mayor of Los Angeles, gave this answer. 

He said, “I will answer that. I used to be a farmer. When you 
get some water to them, I know.” 

I want to congratulate you on your statement because I think that. 
as stated by Mr. Budge yesterday, probably no other person in the 
country knows as much about the Snake River and its water than you 
do from your actual experience. 

I would like to ask you whether or not the Bureau of Reclamation 
has availed itself of the 315,000 acre-feet in storage in the American 
Falls Reservoir which was authorized in the act of 1950 and which 
you said was necessary. 

Mr. Cranpati. That was disposed of under the terms of the Pali- 
sades contracts. It was partly retained for new land projects and 
partly sold to the people who had been leasing it for a number of years. 

Mr. Sartor. There were two districts, I think one the North Side 
Pumping Division of the Minidoka project, which had 71,000 acre-feet. 
Are they using all of that water ? 

Mr. Cranpaut. Yes; that project is in operation now. 

Mr. Sartor. Then the other was 

Mr, Cranvatx. The Michaud project. 

Mr. Saytor. Which had 47,593 acre-feet. 

Mr. Cranpauu. They started using water on that project last year, 
but it was not completely irrigated. I believe some additional land 
is being placed under irrigation this year. That is a relatively small 
project, though, only a few thousand acres. ‘ 
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Mr. Sartor. I think you heard Mr. Bennett testify that he said there 
were four sites that they had ex xamined on the river. The first was foy 
the purpose of a regulating reservoir. Then they examined Burns 
Creek site and two others. You are familiar, of course, with those 
four sites he referred to ? 

Mr. Cranpati. Yes. They are between the Palisades Dam and 
Burns Creek. 

Mr. Saytor. Would they be flooded out if Burns Creek were built? 

Mr. Cranpatu. Well, the upper one might not, but the others 
would be. 

Mr. Sayvor. Do you have any rough idea, Mr. Crandall, of the 

storage that would take place at the upper site 

Mr. CranpaLt. W ell, it is set out in the Bureau’s Burns Creek report 
which perhaps you have. There was some talk of 17,000 acre-feet, 
It isthe amount which is required for regulation. 

Mr. Saytor. Would it be possible to store any more water than 
that at that point, in your opinion ? 

Mr. Cranpary. No; at these upper sites you would begin to flood 
privately owned irrigated land. Another matter, any dam that you 
build on the river you have to have provision for passing the floodwater 
flows. You have to build the foundations for the dam so that it 
won’t wash out. Those items amount to nearly as much for a small 
dam as they do for a large one. So, generally speaking, they are not 
favorable for ceuaiate ruction of small dams. 

Mr. Sartor. Mr. Crandall, from your knowledge of the people in 
the State of Idaho, iil who would use the water in the Snake River, 
do you believe that they would desire, if this project is authorized, that 
they be required to pay the current interest rate that the Federal 
Government is paying ? 

Mr. Cranpatt. I don’t think so. I believe the rule that. the Ree- 
lamation Bureau works on is that the Secretary of the Treasury or 
somebody advises them of the average interest rate on the Government 
debt at the time the »y are making the report once a year, and by law 
or by order from some de p utment. that is what the ‘y use as that aver- 
age interest. rate on the Government debt at that time. 

Mr. Savior. You are correct. The reason for it is, that at the time 
that formula was originated the interest on the Government debt was 
somewhere between 214 and 3 percent. Now all the financing that is 
taxing place this year of the Government debt, which is a debt of the 
people, is over 4 percent. 

Mr. Crannaty. That is on the new financing ? 

Mr. Sartor. That is the financing that is necessary to go out and 
borrow money now to repay the exist ting obligati ions and any new obli- 
gations that we incur. 

Mr. Cranpaty. Well, that happened once before after the other 
world war. | remember when those Liberty bonds went down to about 
80 and the Government’s interest rate went wp above 4 percent. Then 
later, we came to a period when it went down again. We may come to 
another period when the interest rates will go down. That is why this 
rule was adopted. But they take the whole Government debt at any 
time and figure the average interest rate. That is what they use. 

It would be pointless for me to say why it should be changed or 
should not. 
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Mr. Sartor. Mr. Crandall, it has been a pleasure to again see you 
before the committee. I might say personally that I wish you and 
your wife a long and happy life in your retirement and hope that in 
1969 you will again make an appearance before this committee. 

Mr. CranpDAtt. Maybe it will still be on Burns Creek. 

Mr. Sartor. I hope so. 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Ullman, do you have any questions ? 

Mr. Uttman. I want to express my appreciation to you, Mr. 
Crandall, for putting this project in its proper perspective. I don’t 
know of anybody who could do it better than you have done it today. 
[have just a couple of questions. You indicated that there were some 
60 users that will utilize the water from the project. These are 
irrigated districts ¢ 

Mr. Cranpatu. Most of them are canal companies. There might be 
some individual canal company in there that had a thousand acres or 
2,000 acres, but those were the names of the applicants. 

Mr. Utiman. I want to get on the record that these are multiple 
users. 

Mr. Cranpati. Yes. There are a few individual users who perhaps 
had a little place along the river who applied individually, but the bulk 
of the applications were from canal companies and irrigation districts. 

Mr. Uttman. Now, you also, I believe, said that the power features 
make the project feasible. 

Mr. Cranpbauu. That is correct. 

Mr. Uttman. In other words, the farmers of the area have deter- 
mined that this is the only feasible way that they can get proper 
development ¢ 

Mr. Cranpauy. That is right. 

Mr. Utiman. And the use of power revenues is necessary for this 
purpose ‘ 

Mr. CRANDALL. Yes. 

Mr. Utitman. Turning very briefly to American Falls. Has the 
project that was authorized in 1950 been built? 

Mr. CRANDALL. Yes. 

Mr. Uttman. By whom / 

Mr, Cranpatu. The Bureau of Reclamation. This water to which 
Mr. Saylor referred was Government reserve water in the American 
Falls Reservoir that had been provided by the Government when the 
reservoir was built. Part of the water was held by the Government 
for irrigation on new lands and part was sold to the canal companies 
and in the Palisades authorization in 1950, 

Mr. Utiman. The full project has not been built and authorized 
though; is that not right / 

Mr. Cranpau. The old projects were privately owned projects from 
years ago. 

Mr. Uttman. What I am getting at, the American Falls project 
was authorized with the power feature; is that not right ? 

Mr. Cranpaui. Yes; the American Falls project was built in 1926; 
the dam was built. In connection with the Palisades Authorization 
Act I think there was an authorization for the American Falls power 
dam, American Falls powerplant. That was provided for in a con- 
tract between the Idaho Power Co. and the Government when Ameri- 
can Falls was built. But there has never been any appropriation by 
Congress to build a powerplant. 
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Mr. Uttman. The power features that were authorized in the origi- 
nal Palisades Act have not been built yet ? ; 

Mr. Cranpatu. No. 

Mr. Uttman. You don’t know the reason they have not ? 

Mr. Cranpatu. The reason they have not been built is that Cop. 
gress has never appropriated any money for their construction, 

Mr. Utrman. Thank you. I certainly want to express my personal 
best wishes for you in your retirement. 

Mr. Cranpauu. Thank you. 

Mr. Rogers. Does Mr. Anderson have any questions ? 

Mr. Anprerson. I have no questions. 

Mr. Rogers. Thank you, Mr. Crandall. 

Now, is there a witness of the opponents in the room that cares to 
be heard at this time? If so, the Chair will stay here until we hear 
him. 

Mrs. Prost. Mr. Chairman, I should like to restate my unanimous 
consent request of yesterday on Senator Church's statement. The 
staff has gone over the statement and removed the one newspaper 
article that was objected to. At this time, I should like to ask unani- 
mous consent that Senator Church's statement be placed in the record 
at the place that it would have gone in yesterday. 

Mr. Sayor. I reserved the right to object, but I will not object. | 
looked at the Senator’s statement yesterday. The first thing I saw 
was an item which violated the rules of the committee. Therefore | 
objected. I have been informed by the members of the staff that. those 
items have been removed; therefore, I have no objection to it. 

Mrs. Prosr. Thank you. 

Mr. Rocers. Without objection, the request. of the gentlewoman 
from Idaho will be granted, and it is so ordered. 

Without objection, the statements of the U.S. Chamber of Com- 
merce and the National Association of Manufacturers in opposition to 
this legislation will be placed in the record at. this point. 

CHAMBER OF COMMERCE OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, D.C., August 28, 1959, 
Hon. WALTER ROGERS, 
Chairman, Irrigation and Reclamation Subcommittee, House Committee on In- 
terior and Insular Affairs, House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. RoGers: The Chamber of Commerce of the United States urges your 
subcommittee not to approve S. 281, authorizing a Federal power dam at Burns 
Creek in Idaho. This legislation is unnecessary because power needs in the area 
can be met fully by the local private utility, thus saving a Federal investment of 
nearly $50 million. 

The Federal Government should not build any dams primarily for power pur- 
poses and should not generate electric power except as incidental to a recognized 
function of government, such as navigation, flood control, or reclamation. The 
power supply in any section or area is a local responsibility which should not be 
assumed by the Federal Government. 

The Burns Creek power project would provide additional electricity to the 
so-called Federal preference customers in the area—cooperatives and municipal- 
ities. Most of these customers are already receiving Federal power from Pali- 
sades Dam, but they want their future needs met as well. It is not surprising 
that purchasers of low-priced Federal power, subsidized by taxpayers generally, 
want more at similar low prices, regardless of whether or not the particular 
project is economically justified and in the public interest. 

The Burns Creek project is primarily a power installation, and it is being 
proposed on the basis of increasing demands for power from local power users. 
The project is not needed for power supply, however, because the local private 
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utility company is able and willing to meet all requirements for power supply in 
the area. Private power development would make Federal development 
ynnecessary. 

In addition to the argument based on low-cost Federal power, other even less 
substantial arguments are being employed to advance the Burns Creek project : 
For reregulation of released water from Palisades Dam, about 30 miles up- 
stream ; for irrigation water storage, to be used only infrequently if water condi- 
tions become adverse ; for fish and wildlife benefits and recreation improvements, 
poth relatively minor features. Of the total construction cost, more than 98 
percent would be allocated to power facilities, and less than 2 percent to irriga- 
tion, according to the Bureau of Reclamation. Other costs are small and are 
considered nopreimbursable. 

These purposes may be legitimate functions of the Federal Government, as 
related to the operation of the Palisades project. But the generation of power 
can hardly be considered as incidental to such developments and is not justified. 
The construction at taxpayers’ expense of the proposed Burns Creek power fa- 
cilities would serve those selected customers who already benefit from low-cost 
power not available to their neighbors. 

Utilities in all geographic areas of the United States are experiencing in- 
creased requirements on their power systems. The Edison Electric Institute 
electric output index has risen from a 1947-49 base of 100 to more than 250 as 
of the Ist of August. The increase in the last 2 years alone has been about 
20 percentage points. In all areas the electric industry is able to meet customer 
demands for more and more power. 

The basic question involved in the proposed Burns Creek authorization is not 
one of merely meeting a need for power supply but is one of Federal assumption 
of a permanent responsibility to supply subsidized power to a selected area and 
group of customers. 

The chamber believes it is not a proper and necessary function of the Federal 
Government to agree to furnish complete utility service to local power users, 
even though they may be already receiving Federal power. 

The Burns Creek bill, S. 281, should be rejected because it would authorize 
an unwarranted use of Federal tax dollars for the benefit of a few whose future 
power supply is not the responsibility of the Federal Government. 

I would appreciate having this letter made a part of the record of hearings on 
§. 281. 

Cordially yours, 
CLARENCE R, MILES. 


STATEMENT ON BEHALF OF THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF MANUFACTURERS ON 
S. 281, BurRNS CREEK DAM AND POWERPLANT 


This statement is filed on behalf of the National Association of Manufacturers, 
a voluntary association of some 20,000 business enterprises which produce ap- 
proximately three-fourths of the Nation’s manufactured goods. More than 8&3 
percent of our member employ fewer than 500 persons and thus fall within a 
commonly accepted definition of “small business.” Our association is keenly 
interested in promoting sound economic and governmental principles without 
regard to partisan political considerations. 

We wish to express our opposition to S. 281, which would authorize the Sec- 
retary of the Interior to construct, operate, and maintain a dam and power- 
plant at or near the Burns Creek site below the Palisades Dam in the upper 
Snake River Valley, Idaho, for the following reasons: 

1. Governmental investment in power generating facilities should be kept to a 
minimum by having investor capital finance such power facilities to the full 
extent of existing willingness and capability. Investor-owned utilities should 
not only be permitted, but should be invited and encouaged to construct all the 
facilities for the production, transmission, and distribution of power wherever 
and whenever they are ready, able, and willing to do so. Such private enterprise 
electric power developments cause no drain upon the Public Treasury, are sub- 
Ject to taxation and are under effective governmental regulation. 

2. The production, transmission, and distribution of electric energy to the gen- 
eral public is in no sense a responsibility of government, be it Federal, State, or 
local. The Government's responsibilities do not encompass competition with its 
own citizens in the fields of production and distribution. Electric power develop- 
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ments by investor-owned electric companies are in keeping with the principles 
of the private enterprise system, but such developments by governments are 
not. 

3. Given the same conditions, there are no circumstances under which private 
enterprise cannot operate in the field of the production and distribution of 
goods and services more efficiently than can Government. The only cases where 
on the surface, this is not apparent are those in which through subsidies, free. 
dom from taxation, or improper allocation of costs, Government enjoys a definite 
competitive advantage. The hidden deficits resulting almost inescapably from 
Government-operated business competing with private business are always pe 
by the taxpayer. 

4. Government enterprise must necessarily choke out competing private enter. 
prise. The consequent diminished area of taxation intensifies the tax burdey 
upon remaining private enterprise and further increases the handicaps under 
which private enterprise is unfairly required to compete with the Government. 
Government competition with private enterprise is a major deterrent to the tow 
of job-creating capital into private enterprise. It destroys private capital jp. 
vestment incentives and can only lead to State ownership of all enterprises, 

5+. The contemplated construction would be purely an electric power project 
thinly disguised as an irrigation and flood-control project. We do not belieye 
that the Federal Government should engage in the construction of out-and-out 
electric power projects, and we regret to see other objectives being used as a 
subterfuge to accomplish this purpose. Therefore, we believe that this bill would 
establish a wholly dangerous and undesirable precedent. This is evident from 
testimony presented in the Senate hearings on this bill and from the fact that 
98 percent of the project cost would be charged to electric power and less than 
2 percent to irrigation. Need for the project is nonexistent, whether judged 
from the standpoint of irrigation, flood control, or electric power requirements, 
The only tenuous justification presented is to insure that preference customers 
will continue to receive all their future electric power needs from the Federal 
Government. This necessarily presupposes a Federal Government public utility 
responsibility at all developments producing electric power constructed hereto- 
fore or hereinafter by either the Bureau of Reclamation or the Corps of Engi- 
neers. Such a premise is totally at variance with sound economic and govern- 
mental principles. It would inevitably lead to expenditures of vast sums of 
money for the construction and operation of Government-owned steam power- 
plants. 

6. The benefits to irrigation and flood control would be minute, if they existed 
at all. The net effect in regard to electric power would be negative, because 
the drain on the Public Treasury for capital costs; the fact that this power 
would merely displace power that can be provided by private enterprise ; the loss 
in Federal, State, and local taxes due to the diminished area of taxation result 
ing from displaced private enterprise and displaced employment; the inability 
of net annual revenues to meet annual interest payments; and the diversion of 
the Palisades Dam surplus would all combine to create a total detrimental 
effect from an economic standpoint. 

Therefore, we respectfully urge the subcommittee not to recommend §, 281. 
We wish to express our great thanks for this opportunity to express our views. 


uid 


Mr. Rocers. The subcommittee will stand adjourned until further 
order of the Chair. 

(Whereupon, at 12 noon, the subcommittee adjourned subject to the 
call of the Chair.) 
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MONDAY, FEBRUARY 15, 1960 


Housk oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON IRRIGATION AND RECLAMATION OF THE 
CoMMITTEE ON LN TERIOR AND LNSULAR AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met at 9:50 a.m., pursuant to call, in the commit- 
tee room, New House Office Building, Hon. Walter Rogers (chairman 
of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Mr. Rogers. The Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation will 
come to order for the consideration of the matter pending before it. 
The subcommittee has scheduled today, tomorrow, and Wednesday, 
if possible, the continuation of consideration of S. 281 and its compan- 
ion House bill, H.R. 1235, to authorize the Secretary of the Interior 
to construct, operate, and maintain a reregulating reservoir and 
other works at the Burns Creek site in the upper Snake River Valley, 
Idaho, and for other purposes. 

The committée initiated its consideration of this legislation last year 
with hearings on August 27 and 28. At that time, we heard Members 
of Congress, the Interior Department witnesses, and Mr. Lynn Cran- 
dall testify on behalf of the Snake River water users. Several addi- 
tional statements were accepted for the record at that time and have 
been included in the record. 

It is the Chair’s intention to resume the hearings where we left off 
last year and to complete the record. 

The Bureau of Reclamation will make no further formal statement. 
However, in accordance with the understanding we had when the hear- 
ings closed last year, Bureau witnesses will be available for question- 
ing, if the committee members so desire. I believe it might be better 
if this comes after we have had the other testimony and we will pro- 
ceed in that order. 

We will also have available for questioning a representative of the 
Fish and Wildlife Service. 

We have a large number of witnesses who have asked to be heard 
on this legislation, both pro and con. We have already spent 2 days 
in this Congress and in addition we devoted 3 days to this matter 
in the 85th Congress. Iam hopeful the hearings can be completed dur- 
ing the next 3 days. 

As I indicated last year, it is the Chair’s intention that everyone 
who wants to be heard on this legislation will be heard. However, it is 
expected that everyone wanting to testify will follow the rules of the 
House requiring that they file a written statement and limit their oral 
presentation to brief summaries of their arguments. I hope everyone 
will cooperate in this so it will not be necessary to impose time limita- 
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tions. I do not like to impose time limitations on the witnesses anq 
I hope we can have the cooperation of the witnesses so that will not be 
necessary. 

It is the intention of the Chair to proceed with the proponents of 
the legislation this morning with the hope that all of the proponents 
can be heard today, if possible. We may need to go into an afternoon 
session and tomorrow morning we can bring in the opposition wit. 
nesses and try to get those matters disposed of. | 

We also have one group of witnesses who are concerned as to what 
fish and wildlife development is proposed in connection with the Burns 
Creek project who want to be heard and every effort will be made fo 
them to have an opportunity to be heard. 

Before starting with the proponents this morning, I understand our 
colleague, Hon. Mr. Dixon, of Utah, is present and wants to submit 
a statement for the record, and to make an oral statement in support 
thereof. ; 

Mr. Dixon, you are recognized. 


r 


STATEMENT OF HON. HENRY A. DIXON, A REPRESENTATIVE In 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF UTAH 


Mr. Dixon. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I shall 
accede to your wishes and be extremely brief. I usually like to be as 
constructive as possible but, in this situation, I must admit I must look 
with a jaundiced eye upon this project. ! 

The first reason is that it is not an irrigation project as contem- 
plated under the law, but a power project. It is 98 percent power, 
1.7 percent irrigation only. 

In the second place, if we distort the purpose of the act, our col- 
leagues from the East and the South who have been so kind to us 
on reclamation will lose confidence in us and feel like we have sold 
them a bill of goods here that we should not. 

In the third place, there is no need for this power because I am sure 
witnesses following me tomorrow will prove beyond all question that 
they will have ample power and that some of the purported needs 
are only on paper and not firmed up. 

Furthermore, we have, I think, our leaders on record as saying 
where private enterprise can provide power, certainly it should be 
allowed to do it. My testimony quotes from Adlai Stevenson, former 
presidental candidate, and also from President Roosevelt. 

In the fourth place, the Burns Creek project will hurt our already 
suffering coal industry. It will rob our workers of 20,000 man-days, 
which is about equivalent to 600 full-time workers. And, of course, 
the United Mine Workers of America are opposed to it. Mr. Harry 
Mangus, our president out at Price, Utah, covering Utah and Wyoming 
miners says: 

I understand hearings are to be resumed in the House regarding an approval 
of Senate Bill 281 requesting approval of Burns Creek project recently passed 
by the Senate. The bill is very detrimental to the interest of Utah and Wyoming 
coal industry and to the members of the United Mine Workers of America. 


Information contained in the Congressional Record will substantiate this is 
not a true reclamation project. 


That is why I urge its rejection because it will seriously damage our 
reclamation program. 
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The Bureau does not assign one dollar of value to reregulating 
function of the stream and that has been one of the main arguments in 
support of it. ' . 

In the fifth place, the power production costs will be far above what 
they can sell the power for. The cost will be 40 percent more than 
they can sell the power for. In order to make ends meet, they have 
got to saddle some of the burdens of this deficit upon the Palisades 

roject and that will extend the repayment of the Palisades project 
by 95 years, and that is putting the cart before the horse because 
usually we have the power bail out the irrigation, while in this case 
you are having the irrigation bail out the power, which is decidedly 
wrong in my opinion. 

In the sixth place, it will be a tremendous loss in taxes, about 

$472,000 a year, and then the loss of $30 million surplus which the 
Palisades project would pay, if completed as scheduled in the 32d 
year. The total loss of this project will be about $54 million. 
" For these reasons, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
submit that the project will harm true reclamation and be an unjusti- 
fied burden on the taxpayers, and I hope the committee will not recom- 
mend it to the House. 

Mr. Rocers. Mr. Dixon, did you want to submit a statement for the 
record 

Mr. Dixon. I ask unanimous consent to place the statement in the 
record as written. 

Mr. Rocers. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

(Statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF Hon. Henry A. DIxon, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF UTAH 


Mr. Chairman, I believe the Burns Creek project would be harmful to western 
reclamation for the following reasons: 

1. I believe the basic purpose of the Reclamation Act was to help finance 
multipurpose projects where irrigation would be a principal beneficiary. The 
Burns Creek project distorts this basic purpose since it is almost exclusively a 
power project. Ninety-eight percent of the cost is allocated to power and the 
cost allocation for irrigation is only an insignificant 1.7 percent. Mr. Nelson, 
the region 1 Bureau of Reclamation Director, testified that the water storage 
would only be needed and used for supplemental irrigation “possibly two or 
three times in a 50-year period.” 

2. In spite of many attacks upon reclamation in recent years, eastern and 
southern Congressmen have generally given us support for genuine reclamation 
projects. I believe we risk alienating these Congressmen and arousing their 
mistrust by attempting to pawn off an uneconomical and unjustifiable public 
power project in the name of sound reclamation. 

3. The Idaho and Utah power and light companies can supply all the power 
which would be consumed from Burns Creek. 

I would like to quote the Democratic presidential candidate for the past two 
elections to display that the leaders of both political parties oppose Government 
enterprise where private enterprise can do the job. Speaking in Portland, Oreg., 
on May 2, 1952. Adlai Stevenson declared: “where private enterprise can and 
is willing to do the job, I think it should be left free to do so.” Even Franklin 
D. Roosevelt at one time made the following emphatic statement: ‘I state to 
you categorically that as a broad general rule the development of utilities should 
remain, with certain exceptions, a function for private initiative and private 
capital.” 

4. The Burns Creek would seriously harm our hard-hit intermountain coal 
industry. Many of our coal miners are unemployed or working only part time. 
The production of power is a major market for our intermountain coal. Yet 
the power produced by Burns Creek would reduce the amount of coal needed for 
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power generation by 250,000 tons or 20,000 man-shifts in the mines each year 
The project is opposed by the United Mine Workers of America, the UMW Dig. 
trict 22 and the Utah-Wyoming coal-mining industry. For example, Harry 
Mangus, president of District 22, Utah and Wyoming UMW, wired me urging me 
to oppose Burns Creek as follows : 

“Understand hearings are to be resumed in House regarding approval of Sep. 
ate bill 281 requesting approval of Burns Creek project recently passed by Senate. 
Bill very detrimental to the interest of Utah and Wyoming coal industry anq 
members of UMW of A. Information contained in Congressional Record wilj 
substantiate this is not a true reclamation project but a project for establishment 
of public power that private industry is fully capable of supplying. Sincerely 
urge you to oppose this project when it appears for approval by the House.” ~ 

5. The power production cost will be so high that if the power is sold at the 
same rate as the Palisades power, as proposed, it will be sold below cost. Ip 
fact the production cost according to Bureau of Reclamation figures will pe 
40 percent higher than the sales price. This explains why the Bureau of Reela- 
mation has testified that “Burns Creek would be impossible, standing alone.” 

It is planned to subsidize Burns Creek from the Palisades project. However, 
this would extend the repayment period of Palisades by 25 years and deprive 
legitimate reclamation of almost $30 million which would accrue to the Palisades 
project if it is not saddled with the uneconomic Burns Creek project. 

This then would completely reverse traditional reclamation policy. Normally, 
power revenues are allowed to subsidize irrigation. In this case irrigation would 
be required to subsidize power production. We reclamation people object to 
the establishment of such a dangerous precedent. 

6. The Bureau of Reclamation has estimated the annual tax loss resulting from 
Burns Creek which would otherwise be paid by private utilities would be 
$472,000 each year. Taken over the full payout period for Burns Creek, this 
loss of Government revenue would amount to $33,984,000. This enormous loss 
is, of course, completely in addition to the loss in interest on the construction 
of the approximately $50 million project (the difference between 2% and 4 per- 
cent which the Government must pay). 

For these reasons I believe the Burns Creek project will harm true reclama- 
tion and be an unjustified burden on the taxpayer, and I hope this committee will 
not recommend it to the House. 


Mr. Rocers. The gentlewoman from Idaho? 

Mrs. Prosr. I will reserve my time. 

Mr. Rocers. Mr. Saylor, do you have any questions / 

Mr. Saywor. Ye, | do, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Dixon, let me ask you this question : Your district covers almost 
all of the State of Utah; is that correct ? 

Mr. Dixon. That is almost correct. There are four counties right 
in the heart of the State in the second district. My district covers the 
25 counties all around that little center in the heart of the State. 

Mr. Saytor. And those four counties which comprise the other dis- 
trict in the State of Utah are principally around Salt Lake City. 

Salt Lake, Utah County to the south, Davis County to the north, 
only 15 miles, Tooele County to the west, all within a radius of, 
I would say, 60 miles from Salt Lake City. 

Mr. Sartor. Now if there are any reclamation projects to be built 
then in the State of Utah most of those projects will be in the district 
which you represent; is that correct 

Mr. Dixon. Yes. The central Utah project is still under construc- 
tion. That will be in district 2, not in my district. 

Mr. Saytor. And those projects which have been suggested in vour 
State are ones which will put water on land so that they will produce 
crops; is that correct? 

Mr. Dixon. That is a fact. 

I should make one little correction. The central Utah project 
originates in my district, but the benefits will be quite largely in dis- 
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trict No. 2 and in my district south of Salt Lake City. So it extends 
to both districts. 

Mr. Sartor. So that what you are saying to this committee is that 
if the Bureau of Reclamation is going to come in and offer projects 
which are 98 percent power, it is your feeling, as a westerner, that it 
will do damage to real reclamation projects. 

Mr. DrIxon. Definitely, because if the Palisades project be not. sad- 
dled with this deficit it will finish out and produce about $30 million 
surplus to help other projects in the same time that it would pay out 
ae reek. 

Mr. Savior. Mr. Dixon, I would like to say to you, I am very 
happy to have you before this committee and hear your testimony, be- 
cause while there are some people in the West that maintain I am an 
arch enemy of reclamation, I think the record will show that if there is 
a good project, suc h as Palisades was In its first instance, I have voted 
to support projects like that, and I will continue to vote to support 
projects — which the Reclamation Bureau brings up here which are 
reclamation projects. 

But when they come up with a project such as this, which robs a 
good project and the reclamation fund of tremendous sums of money 
then I must say that we who come from the East and provide a rood 
bit of the money have got to be very skeptical of the Reclamation 
Bureau and proponents of legislation such as this. I want to thank 
you for your testimony and for appearing before this committee. 

Mr. Dixon. Thank you. 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Haley, do you have any questions? 

Mr. Hatey. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

I want to concur in what the distinguished gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania has said and would also ask he not just include the East in 
this statement of yours, but would you include the South? 

Mr. Sartor. I would be h: appy to. 

Mr. Hatey. Mr. Dixon, you say that this project is 98 percent 
power. Actually, it is about 98.3 percent power; is it not? 

Mr. Dixon. Thank you. 

Mr. Harry. If you build an additional plant out there, how much 
of the economy of the coal industry, which I understand is a good 
percentage of your industry out there, will be affected 

Mr. Dixon. About 20,000 man- days of miners’ time, it would be a 
little over 600 full-time miners would be dislocated, I guess. That is 
the damage to ' miners and that is why the miners’ union is against 
it. Of course, I do not know how much it would damage our coal 
mines themselves, but it would affect the coal mines themselves ma- 
terially and they are in very, very bad shape. 

Now, the Utah Power Co. and the Idaho Power Co. are dev eloping 
much of their power from coal. They had established large coal 
plants at Scofield there in my district and that has been a godsend 
to the coal miners and the coal mines. And if this power is taken 
away from them, of course, the coal industry has lost that much. 

Mr. Hatey. In other words, the building of this fac ility out there 
would put out of work about. 600 men per year; is that right? 

Mr. Dixon. It is 20,000 man-days to be exact, and roughly that is 
about 600 miners. 
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Mr. Hater. Of course, this is probably something I might obtain 
later, but it is my understanding that the total revenues anticipated to 
be produced by the Burns Creek facility would be approximately 
$300,000 less money than 3 percent interest, would be on the amount 
involved. Is that substantially correct ? 

Mr. Drxon. I am not in the position to answer that. I am sorry. 

Mr. Hater. The building of this project and hooking it on the 
Palisades project would definitely delay the payout of both projects: 
would it not? 

Mr. Drxon. Delay Palisades or extend it from 32 to 59 years, 

Mr. Hater. So what the people of this area are asking is that a 
project that is sound and will pay out in a given number of years, they 
want to take the revenues from that and use it to subsidize this project, 
Is that correct, substantially ? 

Mr. Dixon. That is right. With the tax loss and the delay of this 
project, if hooked on the Palisades, it will cost $45 million, and un. 
necessarily. 

Mr. Harry. Is there at the moment, or will there be in the fore- 
seeable future, to your knowledge, any shortage of power in this area? 

Mr. Dixon. I have discussed this with the power companies and 
they pledge me all of their good faith that there never will be because 
we have these huge districts underlain with coal. A sixteenth of our 
State is underlain with coal and we have the coal at Rock Springs 
and Kemmerer, in Wyoming, so there is no end of coal that can be used 
to generate the power. 

Mr. Harey. Approximately how many acres of land would be 
brought into production, if you know, Mr. Dixon, by irrigation in 
this project? 

Mr. Drxon. It is extremely small because only 1749 percent of the 
cost of the project is chargeable to irrigation. So it is practically 
negligible. 

Mr. Harry. You do not know the number of acres? 

Mr. Dixon. No; I do not know the number of acres. 

Mr. Hatey. What crops would this 1.7 acres produce, do you know! 

Mr. Dixon. It would produce largely hay for livestock, barley for 
livestock feed. Those are the main crops in that area that would be 
produced. It might, down farther, produce some sugar beets and 
grain. 

Mr. Hater. Of course, if Castro keeps up his tactics down in Cuba, 
we might need the sugar beets, but there is no shortage of anything 
in the other categories of crops it would produce. 

Mr. Drxon. No; I do not think so. 

Mr. Harry. Mr. Chairman, I want to compliment the witness for 
his frank statement. And, again, I want to reiterate that I think the 
people who are interested in irrigation and reclamation projects in 
the West had better take a long, hard look at this kind of project 
before bringing it here before Congress. 

I think you people out there who have said you want Congress to 
go along with you on sound projects, have made a horrible mistake in 
bringing a project of this kind before the Congress. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Sisk? 

Mr. Sisx. No questions. 
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Mr. Rocers. Judge Saund ? 

Mr. Saunp. No questions. 

Mr. Rocers. Mr. Burdick ? 

Mr. Burpickx. No questions. 

Mr. Rocers. The gentlewoman from Idaho? 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to ask my colleague, Mr. Dixon, if he is 
aware of the fact that the rural electric cooperatives and other pref- 
erence customers, such as the cities of Idaho Falls and Burley, are 
standing by hoping to use every kilowatt of power that will be pro- 
duced at the new Burns Creek project. if it is developed ¢ 

Mr. Drxon. I am aware of that. I understand, however, that is 
much on paper, that they have not established systems in that area up 
to date. 

Furthermore, I believe with Adlai Stevenson that where the power 
can be produced more cheaply by private enterprise and still save our 
coal industry that it is greatly to the advantage to do it. 

Mrs. Prost. Does my colleague not agree with me that, if this con- 
dition does prevail—that private industry could produce the power at 
a cheaper rate than the Government project—then those farmers who 
have had to curtail some of their pumping would have already been 
supplied 4 

Mr. Dixon. I have the statements of the power companies that 
they can provide ample power. Of course, I do not believe that the 
people in southeastern Idaho should benefit by power produced at 
less than cost and saddle that deficit onto the Palisades project and 
onto the taxpayers of the Government. That would not be fair. 

Mrs. Prost. Is it your understanding that the Palisades power proj- 
ect is not paying its way now / 

Mr. Dixon. I am not complaining against the Palisades, I am com- 
plaining against putting Burns Creek onto the Palisades to make up 
this deficit produced by an uneconomical operation which Burns 
Creek will be. And I do not think we should do that to subsidize the 
Idaho people at the expense of the Palisades project, and all of our 
reclamation program. Because that will destroy our whole reclama- 
tion program and should be stated by members of the committee, our 
best supporters, who do not benefit by reclamation will lose faith 
in us and when we do produce a good project, why maybe they would 
not go along with us as they have been helping us in the past. 

Mrs. Prost. Is the gentleman aware that the Burns Creek project 
will double the capacity of the Palisades powerplant ? 

Mr. Dixon. If it does it, it does it at this deficit which I do not 
think is justifiable. 

Mrs. Prosr. I believe, Mr. Dixon, that if you will observe the 
statements made by the Utah Power & Light Co. in the hearings 
before the Senate, that you will find they have entered into contracts 
to furnish power exclusive of and not feeling that Burns Creek would 
in any way stop the production of power or in any way affect their 
contract up there. 

Mr. Dixon. They will go ahead with their contract up there whether 
or no. 

Mrs. Prosr. That being the case, how does it follow, then, that. 600 
miners are going to lose their jobs? 








118 BURNS CREEK PROJECT, IDAHO 


Mr. Dixon. Because this additional power at Burns Creek will ly 
produced by waterpower, while the Utah and Idaho power companies 
are producing lately much of their power through coal, like they haye 
their big steamplant at Scofield in my district that has practically 
saved that district. 

Mrs. Prost. But if the preference customers in southeast Idaho take 
every kilowatt of power that would be produced at Burns Creek anq 
Utah Power & Light proceeds with their contract at Kemmerer, Wyo, 
I cannot see where this will throw 600 men out of work. 7 

Mr. Dixon. That power which they will take from the co-ops yijl] 
be produced by waterpower, therefore, there will be that much leg 
power from coal. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Dixon. Thank you, Mrs. Pfost. 

Mr. AsprnautnL. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rogers. The gentleman from Colorado ? 

Mr. Asprnauu. I have one question of my colleague from Utah, 

If this power was sold at a cost so that the Palisades project to- 
gether with the Burns Creek project could pay out and pay interest 
on that part of the cost allocated to power within the 50-year period, 
and also give river regulation to this stream, then would my colleague 
oppose this legislation ¢ 

Mr. Drxon. I doubt that I would, Mr. Chairman. But the river. 
regulation arrangement, as I produced evidence, has no weight, 
And this power Burns Creek will produce is at 40 percent above 
what they can sell the power for. So there is a 40-percent loss on th 
operation. 

Mr. Asprnaui. I understand what my colleague is saying. I want 
my colleague to know, as far as I am concerned, this project and all 
other projects must conform to the policies as far as payout is con- 
cerned, and they must pay the interest on that part that is allocated 
to costs of power and municipal water facilities. 

Mr. Dixon. And we must keep faith with the fine supporters we 
have in Congress from the East and South or else our whole program 
is going to be in disrepute. And I think this project would put us 
there. 

Mr. Asptrnauu. Perhaps we can change the authorizing legislation s0 
it would not. 

Mr. Dixon. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Sartor. Would the gentleman from Colorado yield to me? 

Mr. Asprnauu. Yes. 

Mr. Sartor. Are you trying to ask this witness whether or not he 
would like to integrate this Burns Creek so that at the end of a 50-year 
period there would be a surplus of $30 million for reclamation, as there 
now will be if the Palisades project continues to function as it is now 
operating ? 

All I am saying is that, in the interest of integration of this stream, 
[ am willing to see that it is given the same benefit that other streams 
are given, but it must conform to the policies, payout, and interest 
payment, and so forth, that are generally acceptable in irrigation law. 

Mr. Rocers. Thank you very much, Mr. Dixon. 

We have another of our colleagues here who desires recognition, Mr. 
Budge, of Idaho. 

If you will come forward, we will hear you now. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. HAMER H. BUDGE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF IDAHO 


Mr. Buper. Mr. Chairman, I deeply appreciate the Chair calling 
these hearings. I do not wish to appear as a witness myself this 
morning. ‘The Chair and the committee were courteous enough to hear 
me at quite some length last August, and there are a number of very 
fine constituents from my congressional district who have traveled all 
the way from Idaho to present their testimony. I would simply like 
to against express my appreciation to the Chair and to the committee 
for making this time available to hear the merits of this project which 
means a great deal to the people in southeastern Idaho. 

Mr. Chairman, I have some exhibits which have been forwarded to 
me which I would like to submit to the staff and then, if they are 
proper, I would ask unanimous consent they be included, either in the 
record or in the file. They are communications from other organiza- 
tions in the State of Idaho who are unable to be represented here this 
morning. 

Mr. Rocers. That request will be granted with this qualification, 
Mr. Budge: If you submit the documents, the Chair together with the 
ranking member of the Democratic side and the Republican side will 
go over them, with your permission, and insert those in the record that 
can be properly put in the record, and the others will be put in the files. 

Mr. Buper. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. AsprnALtL. Mr. Chairman, may I ask one question of Mr. 
Budge ¢ 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Aspinall ¢ 

Mr. AspinaLL. The same question I asked of our colleague, Mr. 
Dixon. Are you willing to see to it that this legislation conforms 
to these principles of reclamation law and the policies which we pres- 
ently accept whether they are written or unwritten as to the 50-year 
payout period for the integration of this whole project? 

Mr. Buper. 1 would say to the distinguished chairman of the full 
committee that in my service on this committee, and my service on 
the Appropriations Committee, | have always tried to subscribe to 
the doctrine which the chairman mentions and which I think is proper, 
that we should carry out the intent as well as the word of the Reclama- 
tion Act. 

Mr. Asprnauti. Of course, Mr. Budge, that is not an answer to my 
question because it is either a “yes” or “no” question as far as I am 
concerned. I can advise my former colleague of this committee and 
my colleague of Congress, in whom I have great confidence—and I 
think he is to be complimented on a great deal of the work he is doing 
in the committee to which he now belongs—the thing I object to is the 
exceptions we always make to the general principle for our own in- 
dividual project and I do not believe my colleague is in a position 
toask for exception for this project. 

Mr. Buper. I do not wish this project to be considered in any dif- 
ferent light than the other projects which come before this com- 
mittee. I think that in carrying out the intent of the Reclamation 
Act, we should follow the payout provisions of the act as well as 
the other portions of it and I think the project should be tailored to 
fit within that pattern. 
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Mr. Asprnatu. Lam glad to have that answer 

Mr. Buper. As a matter of fact, I hope the committee will really 
have exhaustive and intensive heari ings on this project to show that 
it does fit within the pattern of the Reclamation Act. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Rocers. Thank you, Mr. Budge. 

Without objection, the st: atement of our colleague, Hon. Cleveland 
M. Bailey of West Virginia, in opposition to this legislation will be 
inserted in the record at. this pomt. And, without objection, the 
statement of Senator Gale McGee of Wyoming in support of the leg- 
islation will also be inserted at this point. 


STATEMENT OF HON. CLEVELAND M. BAILEY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS Froy 
THE STATE OF WEST VIRGINIA 


Mr. Chairman, I have asked for the opportunity to appear here today because 
it is my sincere hope that the proposed bill will get no further than this syp. 
committee. I feel that it is an imposition upon the Congress to be forced to 
consider such a costly and I believe unnecessary project at a time when we are 
all wondering where we are going to get adequate funds for our defense needs. 

Looking over some of the many reclamation developments that have been made 
possible through congressional appropriations over past years, I believe that Con. 
gress has been extremely generous in its attitude toward our great Western States. 
None of us, regardless of what area of the country we represent, wants to stand 
in the way of any legislation that will contribute to the general welfare. Qy 
the other hand, we have a very definite obligation to the Nation as a whole to 
respect the limits of our financial capacity. Certainly there is no urgent need 
involved in this bill. Perhaps it is something that might be taken up in an 
era of monetary surplus and high employment. I detect no sound reason for 
undertaking the job at this time. 

Now, gentlemen, I know that you are going to examine every aspect of this 
bill. You are going to dissect it in such a way as to determine exactly how many 
millions of dollars will be used to construct power generating and distribution 
facilities, and you will also review the amount that would be earmarked for 
reclamation. In order to restrict my remarks so as not to burden you unneces- 
sarily, I should like to confine my comments to two basic considerations—energy 
resources and employment. 

As you know, West Virginia is the Nation’s foremost coal producing State. 
We believe that nature has been mighty good to us in providing such a vast store- 
house of energy beneath our soil. One of the main attractions in West Virginia 
for manufacturing and processing industries is our coal. In the past few years 
the aluminum industry, once tied almost exclusively to water power, has moved 
down along our western boundary to take advantage of our great stockpile of 
natural resources. Because there is so much activity in the chemical industry 
along the Kanawha River, that section of West Virginia has become popularly 
known as the Ruhr Valley of America. There are numerous other industries 
in our State linked closely to coal, and we are hopeful that many more move down 
our way where so much of this fuel is available at remarkably low cost. 

More than 6 billion tons of coal have come out of West Virginia mines since 
our State joined the Union in 1863. Yet we have more than 52 billion tons of 
mineable reserves remaining. 

Now, then, what about Utah? And about Wyoming, which I believe ships 
some coal into the Burns Creek area at the present time? Utah’s recoverable 
coal reserves, according to the U.S. Bureau of Mines and the Geological Survey, 
amount to more than 46 billion tons. Wyoming has a total of 60 billion tons 
of mineable reserves. At the present time we are producing in the neighborhood 
of 7 million tons a year in those 2 States, so with a little mathematical ealeu- 
lation you will find that there is enough coal in Utah and Wyoming to last for 
something like 15,000 years at present rates of production. Is it necessary to 
spend about $50 million for a fuel project when you have all of this live energy 
waiting to be used? Ido not think so. 

What about employment? Utah and Wyoming probably have some 3,000 
miners at work at the present time. That figure may not seem very significant 
when it is applied to the total number of persons who are wage earners out there. 
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Over the weekend I got out my copy of the World Almanac and learned a little 
pit about those States. I find that the 3,000 miners would exceed in number 
the entire 1950 population of Bingham Canyon, Helper, Vernal, and many other 
communities in Utah. In 1950 there were not that many men, women, and 
children in Buffalo, Douglas, Lovell, or Thermopolis, Wyo. 

Take those 3,000 miners and add the other personnel connected with your coal 
mines; add the railroaders whose jobs depend upon the transportation of coal; 
add the workers who make the equipment and supplies used in t hose mines, then 
multiply this total by the average nun:ber of women and children per family 
dependent upon the incomes of those individuals, and you have a very large 
group of human beings who look to the coal industry for their bread and butter. 
I submit that it would be an injustice to invest the money of the American tax- 
payers in a project that is not essential and would bring unemployment, poverty, 
and misery into these many homes. 

I have seen what happens when coal is unnecessarily displaced in American 
fuel markets. Many who work in the mines are trained technicians today. It 
is no longer a matter of their being able to go out and adjust themselves to new 
careers. They are specialists in operating machines that have taken over the 
duties once provided by brute strength. These men will be needed in the mines 
if there is ever another emergency—there is no doubt about this premise. Last 
time we got into a world conflict, our coal requirements increased by 75 percent 
in 6 short years, and there is no telling how long the war would have lasted had 
coal not come through in this crucial period. This principle does not apply 
exclusively to my State and to the rest of the Appalachian area. I remind you 
that the demands of the war emergency increased Utah’s coal production from 
2947,000 tons in 1938 to 7,119,000 tons in 1944. For Wyoming it was 5,204,000 
tons in 1938 and 9,540,000 tons in 1944. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, these are the figures which 
I ask you not to overlook in your appraisal of this bill. I know that in your 
wisdom you will look closely at the financial and economic considerations in- 
volved. Add to those the human factor and I am confident that you will not 
approve this legislation. 


STATEMENT OF Hon. GALE W. McGee, A U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF WYOMING 


The Burns Creek project is one which is of interest to many of the citizens of 
western Wyoming. The necessity for holding hearings to consider its useful- 
ness to the economy of the mountain West is the result of the fact that it was 
not included in the authorization for the Palisades development. 

Since this project envisages the construction of an afterbay dam and power- 
plant which is a natural part of the Palisades development, it might better have 
been authorized with the other segments of this overall project on September 30, 
1950 (64 Stat. 1083). 

It has previously been and is now my contention that such projects must be 
evaluated in relation to the overall economic development of the area. It seems 
to me that, viewed in this manner, the Burns Creek project should be authorized. 

Recently a study entitled “Mineral and Water Resources of Wyoming” was 
prepared at my request by the U.S. Geological Survey. This study brought 
into dramatic focus the fact that this area is rich in a variety of natural re- 
sources. The predictions of the Census Bureau and other governmental agen- 
cies and business concerns make it apparent that not only the West but the 
entire Nation is going to have to depend upon the development of these resources 
within the coming decades. 

One of the detriments to adequate development in the past has been the fact 
that compared with some of the more populous sections of the country, the 
Rocky Mountain area might be considered to be “power poor.” The problem is, 
then, to supply the necessary power. If this objective is to be attained, we need 
to encourage both public and private development. The fact is that there will 
be a demand in this area for as much power as can be supplied from both these 
sources put together. 


Mr. Rogers. In view of some of the circumstances that have arisen, 
before the Chair hears the proponents we are going to hear one of 
the opponents. The matter was presented to me and in the opinion 
of the Chair the circumstances justify this exception to the regular 








122 BURNS CREEK PROJECT, IDAHO 


order. So, at this time, the Chair will recognize Mr. Robert Ginna, 
president of the Rochester Gas & Electric Co. to present his testimony, 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT GINNA, PRESIDENT, ROCHESTER GAS ¢ 
ELECTRIC CO., NEW YORK 


Mr. Ginna. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I 
want to express my appreciation for being heard this morning on 
this important matter. The circumstances are that I have to leave 
late tonight on a very important and extensive atomic energy mission 
and so I could not be here tomorrow. 

My name is Robert Ginna. I am chairman of the board of 
Rochester Gas & Electric Co., which serves approximately 600,000 
people in the greater Rochester area of western New York State. 

I believe the significance of this legislation reaches beyond south- 

astern Idaho and- poses an issue of vital interest to the entire ¢ country, 
certainly to the entire electric industry. When the Government starts 
talking about accepting responsibility to supply the ever-growing 
power needs of consumers, it behooves everyone in the country to sit 
up and take notice. 

There can be no doubt that Burns - reek is a power project and 
nothing else. The Senate debate on S. 81 revealed that over 982 
percent of total cost is allocated to commercial power production and 
only 1.7 percent allocated to irrigation. My opposition is directed 
against construction of a Federal power dam which, on the face of it, 
has no other purpose than to supply the demands of a limited number 
of people who want to buy a product at a subsidized price and who 
are unwilling to go into the marketplace and pay the cost of the prod- 
uct or service—a price that includes a payment in the form of taxes 
to local, State, and Federal Governments for the services they per- 
form in the interest of all the people. 

[ think the average person in the eastern section of the United 
States—upon whom western reclamation States largely depend for 
financial and political support to carry out worthwhile ‘projects—has 
been sympathetic with the reclamation program in general. He 
believes that the reclamation program is essential to the welfare of 
the entire country. I know this is the way I have felt myself. To 
the best of my knowledge neither individual companies nor the electric 
industry has ever opposed a legitimate reclamation project even 
though some of them may have seemed to be of questionable value. 
In fact, our companies have supported true reclamation projects. But 
now we are being asked to go along with the unnecessary spending of 
almost $50 million to subsidize the electric power rates of a rela- 
tively small number of preference customers in Idaho under the guise 
of reclamation. 

This is not the first instance where the Bureau of Reclamation has 
petite to build an all-out power project. Senator Anderson, on the 
floor of the Senate, July 24, 1959, stated that the Bureau has buil! 
other all-out power projects. If the Bureau of Reclamation is going 
to attempt construction of power projects under the guise of reclama- 
tion, then the reclamation program for this country which has been 
thought of in terms of reclaiming arid lands is going to lose its ap- 
peal to those in the East who bear the burden of ‘finane ing the major 
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art of the costs. In fact, such a policy on the part of the Bureau is 

going to throw a cloud of suspicion on all reclamation projects— 
= 

legitimate or not. a; ah da 

The State of New York would have to put up almost $7 million of 
the cost of financing this power project in Idaho, whereas the State 
of Idaho would put up only $130,000. No wonder Senator Church 
is quoted as saying on August 15, 1959, that the State of Idaho gets 
hack nearly 4 to 1 for every dollar it contributes to Federal grants- 
in-aid programs. On the Burns Creek deal it would get back $384 
for every dollar it would contribute. 

Any person dedicated to the philosophy of American free competi- 
tive enterprise should be vigorously opposed to the Burns Creek proj- 
ect and the real philosophy upon which it is predicated. 

Proponents of S. 281 are making no bones about it. This project 
is an effort to force the Government to assume a utility responsibility 
for preference customers in the area. The desires of many of these 
preference customers are well known and will be stated here. 

[ can even understand why those limited few, who will benefit 
from the project, are such ardent supporters but I cannot understand 
how those whose constituents will pay for the project can possibly 
endorse it. ; 5. ' 

The power policy statements of political leaders and Government 
oficials show that they do not believe that the utility responsibility is 
a function of the Federal Government. 

As President Kisenhower told a group gathered at the dedication of 
the McNary Dam on September 23, 1954: 

It is not properly a Federal responsibility to try to supply all the power needs 
of all people. The Federal Government should no more attempt to do so than 
it should assume responsibility for supplying all their drinking water, their food, 
their housing, and their transportation. To attempt such a centralization of 
authority and responsibility will surely start a deadly cycle. 

Fred G. Aandahl, Assistant Secretary of the Interior, had this to 
say on the subject September 19, 1958, in a meeting in Idaho: 

The last thing we want in electric power is a Federal monopoly with locai 
communities depending on the Government in Washington for their economic 
opportunities and needs. Such hydroelectric power as comes from federally 
constructed generation should be marketed so that in contributing to the eco- 
nomie strength of the area it also will be most helpful and least disruptive to 
local entities, both old and new, that historically and currently have the primary 
responsibility for power supply and distribution, as presently measured by 
their supplying 85 percent of the total generation and all of the distribution. 

Reclamation Commissioner Dexheimer on April 1, 1959, said that: 

9 9 

The Federal Government is not a utility, and we look to the utilities to accept 
the responsibility of keeping an adequate supply of kilowatts on the line. * * * 

It should be noted also that we specifically do not attempt to or profess to 
supply the entire power needs of any area. 

In the 84th Congress, the report of the so-called Chudoff committee 
advocated that the Federal Government should accept a virtually 
complete public utility responsibility. The report of the minority 
in that committee report had this to say about that recommendation : 

The majority’s doctrine of Federal public utility responsibility is a direct 
threat to the American enterprise system. 

If the majority’s position were accepted, it would sound the death knell of 
local public or private enterprise in the electric utility field. It is apparent that 
no local utility could compete with tax-free Federal power financed and assisted 
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by the resources of the U.S. Treasury. If the Federal Government has any such 
responsibility in Georgia, or Oregon, then to give all Americans equal treatment 
it must be extended to the 46 other States. * * * ; 

We * * * believe that federalization of the electric industry will result jg 
the Federal Government assumes such a complete utility responsibility as the 
report indicates the majority advocates. (H. Rept. 2279, 84th Cong.) 

On the other hand, one of the sponsors of S. 281, Senator Frank 
Church, stated categorically on the Senate floor that the Senate 
Interior and Insular Affairs Committee expressed the view that pref. 
erence customers are entitled to look to federally generated power fo, 
energy to meet the load growth. This statement prompted Senator 
Goldwater, also a member of the Senate Interior and Insular Affairs 
Committee, to respond with vigor and emotion: 

Are we willing to accept such a concept? If we are, let us not chisel in ang 
do the job piecemeal—a little here and a little there—let us get the job done 
right. Let us tell those we represent that we are going to nationalize the electric 
power industry and take it over. Let us tell them that we, their representatives, 
accept socialism; and see how they feel about that. 

To Senator Goldwater’s comments I would like to add: If Cop. 
gress does decide to nationalize the electric industry, as England did, 
then I beg of you Members of Congress—at least do it the most effi- 
cient way and at the least cost to the already overburdened taxpayer, 
The firm power output of the proposed Burns Creek project, which 
will cost the taxpayer almost $50 million, could be duplicated by a 
modern thermal plant for under $3 million, a ratio of 17 to 1. Even 
a nuclear plant at this early stage of the art, could only cost in the 
neighborhood of $5 million. How then can a $50 million power 
project even be considered ¢ 

Yes, Mr. Chairman, the seeds of a concept which can stifle the vital- 
ity of the Nation’s electric industry are contained in this proposition 
to construct a power dam at Burns Creek. This is a dangerous con- 
cept. It isan alien concept, and one which should be actively opposed 
by all those who believe in the free enterprise system. 

If the Government assumes a utility responsibility to supply in 
perpetuity the growing needs of certain selected customers in south- 
east Idaho, as proposed in S. 281, where will you go when hydro sites 
have run out? Will the Government then be obligated to supplement 
hydro by building steam or atomic plants? Steam or atomic plants 
can be built most anywhere. I think anyone should be able to see the 
handwriting on the wall and should be able to foretell the future if 
the Government embarks on such a venture as this. 

Government power proponents accuse the electric companies of see- 
ing ghosts in these Government power programs. Nothing could be 
further from the truth. We are accused of crying “wolf” and told we 
have nothing to fear—that this small percentage of Government power 
here and there will help the industry, not hurt it. But, gentlemen 
and ladies, we have a real fear. We know that no business can com- 
pete with a Government operation that has the advantage of Federal 
Treasury financing and freedom from taxation. We have seen Fed- 
eral power expanded from less than one-half of 1 percent of the 
Nation’s total to 19 percent of the total in one generation. 

In the printed text it says 15 but I had recent figures given to me 
the other day, Friday, that the recent figures reported to Senator 
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Kerr should be 19 percent. Present plans and proposals, of which 
Burns Creek is a part, will increase the percentage. 

Every argument, from shady reclamation projects to the Russian 
situation, is being used to accelerate the Government program. 
People are not going to long stand idle and see one group of citizens 
receive Federal gratuities at the expense of the others. When the 
Government program reaches a certain percent of the total, the move- 
ment will then have to snowball and the end result will destroy the 
investor-owned industry. I know of no more expedient manner of 
accelerating the Government program than acceptance of a Federal 
utility responsibility for power as is implied in this very bill. 

In closing I would like to express in the strongest terms my opposi- 
tion to S. 281, both as an individual and as a member of the utility 
industry. ‘This is a bad bill, covered by the white cloak of reclama- 
tion, and would lead the country one more step toward a nationalized 
electric industry. 

Mr. Rocers. Thank you, Mr. Ginna. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Colorado, Mr. Aspinall. 

Mr. Asprnati. Mr. Chairman, I do not intend to take any time for 
questioning, but I am sure Mr. Ginna, in his statement at the bottom 
on page 2, in the last paragraph, meant to precede his statement with 
some introductory preface in my opinion: 

Any person dedicated to the philosophy of American free competitive enter- 
prise should be vigorously opposed to the Burns Creek project and the real 
philosophy upon which it is predicated. 

I wish to remind him that he used the statement of the President of 
the United States—and nobody questions his dedication to the free 
enterprise system—and members of the Department of the Interior in 
his argument against the Burns Creek bill, and the President of the 
United States in his message and the Bureau of the Budget asked 
specifically for this legislation and the Department of the Interior has 
asked for it and the Bureau of Reclamation has recommended it. come 
up here with its approval. 

Now, to question anybody’s dedication to the free enterprise philoso- 
phy and use the arguments that have been used here just seems to 
me that we are trying to ride both sides of the fence and I for one 
do not consider that to be a valid argument against this project. I 
do not know what this project is going to be. There are a good many 
people in the United States that are dedicated to the free enterprise 
system other than those who are representatives of the private utilities. 

That is all I have to say, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Ginna. Let me remind 

Mr. AsprNauu. I did not ask a question. 

Mr. Rogers. That statement by the chairman did not call for an an- 
swer. You can discuss it with him later, if you like. The Chair 
recognizes the gentleman from Pennsylvania, Mr. Saylor. 

Mr. Saytor. First, Mr. Ginna, I would like to compliment you on 
the statement you have made, because I think that your statement and 
the position you have taken actually points up what this committee 
is going to have to decide and what the people of this country are go- 
ing to have to decide in the conclusions reached in the Burns Creek 
project. I appreciate the fact that you as an easterner would come 
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here and take this time from your schedule to come up here before 
this committee. 

Let me ask you this question, Mr. Ginna. Do you know of yoy 
own knowledge whether or not the private utilities in and about the 
Burns Creek area or this section of Idaho have the present capacity 
to supply the needs of that area ? : 

Mr. Ginna. I have been on the system of the Utah Power & Ligh; 
I am generally familiar with their capacities. I am informed by tha 
company that they have adequate capacity to supply all the powe 
needs of the people that are involved here. 

Mr. Sartor. Do you know whether the Utah Power people yoy 
have referred to have plans which would enable them to take care of 
any future needs in this area? 

Mr. Ginna. Yes, sir. I am glad you are asking me that because 
I think that it is overlooked that that is the primary responsibility 
of every utility company. In my own company, we have to take 
care of the future needs of our customers and we are continually build. 
ing ahead. In my own case, our plans are 20 years ahead, and I am 
sure in the case of Utah Power & Light it is equally that long. That 
is a fundamental in the business. ‘ 

Mr. Sartor. Mr. Ginna, last year we had a witness appear before 
our committee and make a statement that this is the last powersite on 
this river. Do you know whether the Bureau of Reclamation is mak. 
ing studies for future programs in that immediate area ! 

Mr. Ginna. I am sure they are. They are making studies of the 
whole part of the West as far as I know. They are very busy people. 

Mr. Sayvor. It is very interesting in view of the statement made 
last year, in the Bureau of Reclamation’s request of the Appropria- 
tions Committee for their justification of funds. This year, they are 
already asking for money to complete studies on the Narrows project, 
a short distance upstream from Burns Creek. 

Mr. Ginna. So, I understand. 

Mr. Sartor. Mr. Ginna, have you heard of the argument that this 
reservoir being proposed at Burns Creek is necessary so that the 
Palisades powerplant can be operated to its full capacity ¢ 

Mr. Ginna. I have heard those statements, but I do not quite 
believe that. 

I think it might help a little bit, but certainly it isn’t going to help 
it very greatly. 

Mr. Sartor. Let me ask you this: Assume that it is true. Will 
not the building of the Burns Creek project, with a powerplant just 
move the damage 30 miles farther downstream as far as damage to 
irrigation is concerned ¢ 

Mr. Ginna. Without attempting to be facetious, Mr. Saylor, I 
think it is something like this: you already have a lemon in Pal: 
sades and then you propose to add another lemon to a Jemon and you 
can’t get a peach out of that combination. 

Mr. Sartor. No further questions. 

Mr. Rocers. The gentlewoman from Idaho? 

Mrs. Prost. In what way do you think Palisades is a lemon ? 

Mr. Ginna. It has got too much capacity in there for the ameunt 
of water. 
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Mrs. Prosr. 1 am wondering what some of the people in the Kast 
are going to do for food one of these days, unless we are farsighted 
enough to provide irrigation water for the land that produces the food 
for the exploding population ‘ 

Mr. Ginna. But, my dear Congresswoman, the record shows that 
this isn’t a reclamation project, it shows 98.2 percent is a power 
project. The amount of irrigation is going to be very small out 
at Burns Creek. 

Mrs. Prosr. Mr. Ginna, you said Palisades was a lemon just a 
few moments ago. 

Mr. Ginna. I think it is a lemon because it has got too much 
capacity for the water and I think the fact it doesn’t pay any taxes 
and get its money out of the Federal Treasury makes it a lemon as 
far as I am concerned. It is a burden on the rest of us. It is not 
paying its way. ' . . 

Mrs. Prost. Let me assure you, Mr. Ginna, the people in the Pali- 
sades area Who irrigate their land have paid taxes like other people, 
at least they did until their income was stricken from them by this 
administration’s abominable farm policy. It is entirely possible, with 
such a cut in farm income, they may not now be able to pay income 
taxes. In my opinion, agriculture is a pretty important segment of 
our economy and the farmers who use the irrigation water from the 
Palisades Reservoir certainly give jobs to a great many people in the 
factories who produce machinery, equipment, and materials to take 
care of those farms. 

And let me call your attention, Mr. Ginna, to another situation: 
In closing you said in your statement that you would like to express in 
the strongest terms your opposition—now this is to the Burns Creek 
rather than the Palisades, I take it—because “this is a bad bill 
covered by the white cloak of reclamation.” Let me call your atten- 
tion to the fact that not only will Burns Creek insure irrigation 
water during the drought period to those people who are irrigating 
from Palisades today, but it also will make possible the power with 
which to pump water on at least 53,000 acres of land which rises 
above the gravity flow of the present irrigation system. So, there- 
fore, your statement is not quite correct. 

Mr. Ginna. I think it is. I am sorry to differ with you. I do 
not consider this Burns Creek project a reclamation project at all. 

Mrs. Prost. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Ginna. And as far as we are concerned, in the East it is not 
going to provide any food for us. We are not eating hay in western 
New York. 

Mrs. Prost. I might call attention to the gentleman there are row 
crops grown in southeast Idaho under the Palisades Reservoir which 
provides many of the foods for the East. 

Mr. Ginna. I think I heard this morning, Your Honor, it was 
largely hay and possibly some beet sugar. That is what I listened 


to this morning. 
Mr. Sisk. Will the gentlewoman yield to me? 
Mrs. Prost. Yes. 
Mr. Sisk. Does the gentleman drink milk or eat beef ? 
Mr. Ginna. I am a great milk drinker. 
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Mr. Sisk. I wonder if you think you would have either milk to 
drink or beef to eat if we did not have feed grains and pasture? 

Mr. Ginna. As I indicated, of course, at the beginning of my state. 
ment, we are for reclamation i in general, where it does ¢ good, but we 
are not for a power project. 

Mr. Stsx. I am going to ask 

Mr. Ginna. I have ‘traveled extensively all over this country, es- 
pecially in the West, and you see large, ‘large areas where projects 
were built and still nothing much has ‘been done with the land. 

Mr. Sisk. The point is, your statement that you did not need h 
was a little facetious, would you not say ? 

Mr. Ginna. Yes, I was just trying to bring a laugh out. Of 
course, we need hay, but I doubt if hay raised in Idaho would be 
shipped to New York State. 

Mr. Sisk. We enjoy your comedy, thank you. 

Mr. Rogers. The gentleman from Washington ? 

Mr. West.anp. You stated what seemed to me to be somewhat of a 
paradox. You said these 90,000 kilowatts could be built for $3 mil- 
lion in a conventional steamplant and $5 million with nuclear power, 
whereas this project would cost approximately $50 million. Yet you 

said that a oa can company could not compete with low-cost power 
subsidies by the Federal Government. My question to you, Dr. An- 
thony, is, If it is going to cost $50 million to build 90,000 kilowatts, 
how in the world are you going to have cheap power? 

Mr. Ginna. You are not, it is not going to be cheap. 

Mr. Westianp. Then a private plant could compete with it? 

Mr. Ginna. Sure, Utah Power & Light Co. more than competes 
with it right now. 

Mr. WestLanp. That is all I wanted to know. 

Mr. Ginna. Sure. 

Mr. WestLanp. I understand you to say a private company does 
not compete with subsidized power. 

Mr. Ginna. The point I was trying to make is if you must have a 
federally sponsored power, feder ally financed power project, why do 
it the most expensive way, why not do it the cheapest way? 

Mr. Westianp. Your point is this will not be low cost power, but 
will be high cost power? 

Mr. Ginna. $550 a kilowatt is pretty high, as you know. It 
couldn’t possibly pay out. 

Mr. Westianp. That is all. 

Mr. Rocers. The gentleman from California? 

Mr. Sisk. Mr. Chairman, I only wish to ask a few questions of the 
witness. 

As I understand, your statement at the bottom of page 1 and the 
top of page 2 is that you have supported good reclamation projects 
generally. 

Mr. Ginna. That is right. 

Mr. Stsx. Do you have any particular reclamation projects in mind 
that you have supported ? 

Mr. Ginna. I have supported them by having my representatives 
support bills down here which were good reclamation projects. I 
can’t list them all off for you, but I would be glad to’submit ‘a list. 
The fact that I have not appeared here in opposition to any reclama- 
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tion projects, except this one, is an indication of what my general 
attitude has been. Every opportunity I have to talk against projects 
of this nature I want to come down and say something about it. 

Mr. Sisk. I think there are a great many people that probably have 
some question in their minds, Mr. Ginna, about this particular project, 
but at the same time you just called the Palisades project a lemon, so 
to that extent, I was a little bit curious because I think a good many 
people in Congress, the overwhelming majority supported Palisades, 
and certainly as far as I know, Palisades is a good reclamation proj- 
ect, Personally, your statement to me is not a statement that partic- 
ularly would help certainly in changing my mind one way or the 
other, because the very fact that you seemingly indict me or indict any- 
one else or, as already brought out by the chairman of the full com- 
mittee, the administration as well is in support of this bill, to the 
effect that they are not dedicated to private enterprise. 

I think that you are on very poor ground and I think that your 
whole statement to a large extent is unfortunate in that respect. 

Mr. Ginna. I am sorry, but I think we are apt in our zeal to forget 
we are planting seeds that are going to eventually destroy private 
enterprise in this country. 

Mr. Sisk. I do not hold those fears, thank goodness. I know we 
have this old bugaboo brought up and it has been back through history 
since the settlement of our country, but we have got along pretty well. 

Mr. Ginna. Thank God for that. 

Mr. Sisk. And I have very great faith in the American people we 
are going to proceed to get along pretty well in the future. I think 
sometimes intemperate statements do not help the situation maybe 
as much as you think they would. 

Mr. Ginna. We hear a lot of them directed at our industry. 

Mr. Sisk. That is all. 

Mr. Rocers. The gentleman from Minnesota? 

Mr. Lancen. I will reserve my time. 

Mr. Rocers. The gentleman from California, Mr. Saund ? 

Mr. Sacnp. Mr. Ginna, can you go back into your memory, were 
you for REA, did you support it ? 

Mr. Ginna. Did I what? 

Mr. Saunp. Did you support the REA program ? 

Mr. Ginna. No, sir. I do not support it today. 

Mr. Saunp. Did you support the TVA program ? 

Mr. Ginna. No, sir. That was not a reclamation project. 

Mr. Saunp. Was Abe Lincoln dedicated to the principle of free 
enterprise ¢ 

Mr. Ginna. I am sure he was. 

Mr. Saunp. Do you know one of the contributions he made to 
American progress was to have subsidized the railroads so that we 
may have railroads in this country ? 

Mr. Ginna. Yes. 

Mr. Saunp. Was that a good thing to do? 

Mr. Ginna. It was. 

Mr. Saunp. Why ? 

Mr. Ginna. Because it helped the Nation as a whole. 

Mr. Saunp. How about REA and TVA and Palisades project, do 
you not think they help to build the country ? 
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Mr. Grxna. I think what was accomplished with the REA would 
have been accomplished by the privately owned taxpaying industry 
just as well, but here you have the REA today getting money at 2 per. 
cent that costs the Government twice that. It just don’t make any 
sense as far as I am concerned. 

Mr. Saunp. I happen to come from an area where we did not have 
any electricity and REA made it possible for us to have it while the 
private utilities had not. 

Mr. Gryna. In that particular case, it was regrettable the company 
did not do it. Ihave no REA’s in my territory at all. We built the 
lines ourselves. 

Mr. Saunp. In regard to free enterprise, let me ask this. Take q 
hypothetical case, a man wanting to build a factory today and he went 
to the bank and the finance company or the insurance company and 
could not get any money to build it. Would you be in favor of the 
Government giving him the loan to go ahead and build the factory? 

Would you be for that in any circumstances. Would you favor 
that? 

Mr. Ginna. No, I would not approve of that; no. 

Mr. Saunp. Do you know in my part of the country there is a man 
by the name of Henry Kaiser who could not get money from any- 
where. Free enterprisers turned him down, your free enterprisers, 
not mine. The Government loaned him money through RFC, he has 
paid the money back, and we have a flourishing steel industry in my 
area. Do you think that was a mistake on the part of the Govern- 
ment to do that? 

Mr. Ginna. I think the occasion of the RFC was justified because 
we were in a war economy and all that sort of thing, but I think the 
Government should confine itself to regulation and so on, and not 
compete with enterprise. 

Mr. Saunp. There are different. interpretations of free enterprise. 
Do you mean that the law of supply and demand should operate, that 
is how we should fix the prices of commodities and so forth, is that 
correct ? 

Mr. Ginna. That is right. 

Mr. Saunp. Does not the Government come into the picture to set 
the prices of the power which you sell ? 

Mr. Ginna. They regulate it. 

Mr. Sacnp. Regulate it. Then you are opposed to that, are you? 

Mr. Ginna. No, no; certainly not. 

Mr. Saunp. Why not? 

Mr. Ginna. Because we are regulated fairly in New York State. 
Why should I be opposed to that ? 

Mr. Sacnp. The only reason we put that regulation in was we were 
afraid the prices would not be fair. 

Mr. Ginna. There is another reason for it, too. You couldn’t very 
well have three or four power companies on the same street. 50 
there had to be some order to it. 

Mr. Saunp. Of course, we all are glad we have all kinds of opin- 
ion in this country. I am glad to hear your statement, but I think 
you are just a little too extreme in the statement. 

Mr. Ginna. I am getting a little tired of paying somebody else’s 
bill. That is the trouble. If everybody stood on their own feet, I 
probably wouldn’t be here at all. 
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Mr. Saunp. I would stand on my feet, too, if I had some investment 
and 1 could charge so much interest and then so much depreciation and 
be making a big profit out of it. I would be all right. Does your 
company have contracts with the U.S. Government today ? 

Mr. Ginna. My company ¢ 

Mr. Saunp. Yes. 

Mr. Ginna. No. We have governmental projects that are eustom- 
ers of ours, if that is what you mean. 

Mr. Saunp. When you sell to the Government, you make 10 per- 
cent profit, or whatever profit out of it, do you not? 

Mr. Ginna. We don’t make a profit in your definition of the word 

rofit. We only recover the cost of our money that we have to go out 
inthe public and raise. 

Mr. Saunp. When you sell to the Government you make your legit- 
imate profit out of it, and the taxpayers all over the country, includ- 
ing the people of Idaho pay the cost of that. 

Mr. Ginna. But we are paying 52 percent taxes on that, too. 

Mr. Saunp. Yes. You know what I noticed, the Bureau of the 
Budget furnished us the books just the other day and I found out in 
1952 the total income from personal income taxes was $27 billion and 
in 1960 it will be $43 billion, but the income from the corporation taxes 
during the same period increased from $21 billion to only $23 billion. 
Only $2 billion increase across this period while the other increased 
$16 billion. You are not paying any more than any individual is do- 
ing. I do not think the corporations really are paying their share. 

Nir. Ginna. The swell in the personal income taxes was largely due 
to an increase in population. 

Mr. Saunp. No. 

Mr. Ginna. Largely due to that. 

Mr. Saunp. That is all. 

Mr. Rogers. Judge Chenoweth? 

Mr. Cuenowetu. No questions. 

Mr. Rogers. The gentleman from North Dakota? 

Mr. Burpick. One question. 

On page 2 you say, “Now we are being asked to go along with the 
unnecessary spending of $50 million to subsidize electric power rates,” 
and so forth. 

Mr, Ginna, suppose $50 million is authorized and appropriated, to 
be done only under a repayment contract of say 50 years and that 
$50 million is repaid with interest over that period of time. Do you 
still consider that spending ? 

Mr. Ginna. Yes, the Corps of Engineers said this would never pay 
out, this project. 

Mr. Burvicx. Assuming that it did pay out. 

Mr. Ginna. It isn’t at that investment cost. 

Mr. Burpick. On my assumption that it would pay out, is that 
spending ? 

Mr. Ginna. Yes; I say it is unnecessary spending on the part of 
the Federal Government. I do not think the Federal Government 
should be in the power business. 

Mr. Buroick. Is it not rather a capital investment ? 

Mr. Ginna. No; I do not view it that way. 

Mr. Burvicx. That is all. 
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Mr. Rogers. Mr. Ginna, I have just one question in regard to your 
regulation situation. 

What would be your feeling with placing all of the regulations of 
these power utilities or utility activities under the Federal Power 
Commission and doing away with the State agencies ? 

Mr. Ginna. I think you would have all the States down here raising 
the devil. : 

Mr. Rocers. I come from a gas-producing area. [ Laughter. ] 

Mr. Ginna. I know you do. Again, let me say I apologize if | 
was facetious. I thought that was a pungent way to bring out my 
feelings about this and I again want to express my thanks for letting 
me come this morning; I appreciate that very much. 

Mr. Rocers. Thank you, Mr.Ginna. Weare glad to have you. 

Mr. Ginna. Thank you, gentlemen. 

Mr. Rogers. The next witness will be the leadoff witnesses for the 
proponents of this legislation, Mr. Edwin C. Schlender, secretary, 
Snake River Power Association, Inc. If you will come forward, 
you will be recognized. 


STATEMENT OF EDWIN C. SCHLENDER, SECRETARY, SNAKE RIVER 
POWER ASSOCIATION, INC. 


Mr. Scutenver. Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, I 
have a statement that I would like to submit for the record and which 
I would like to summarize in my testimony. 

Mr. Rogers. The Chair has been advised there is some picture 
taking going on in the room. That is in violation of the rules and I 
will ask whoever is doing it, please stop it. Otherwise, we will have 
to take the camera. 

Mr. Schlender, you may proceed. 

Mr. Scuienper. Mr. Chairman, I am Edwin C. Schlender, secre- 
tary of the Snake River Power Association, Inc., which organization 
recommends that the Burns Creek project be authorized for construc- 
tion by the Bureau of Reclamation. 

The Snake River Power Association is a generation and transmis- 
Sion type of cooperative organized for the purpose of securing and 
maintaining adequate supplies of wholesale electric power for our 
members and contributors. 

Our membership is composed of cooperative, municipal, and mutual 
types of electric utilities located in south central and eastern Idaho. 

We represent 24,000 electric consumers. 

We strongly urge you to report favorably on this project and recom- 
mend that the bill do pass. We do so because we believe it is a good 
project with great public benefit. 

It has the endorsement of all interested parties in the State of Idaho, 
except the electric utility companies. 

It has been approved by the Department of the Interior, the Bureau 
of the Budget, Department of Commerce, Department of Labor, the 
Department of Agriculture, Department of the Army, the States of 
Wyoming, W ashington, Oregon, Nevada, Montana, and Idaho, 

The Bureau of Reclamation had adequately demonstrated the need 
for the project and its feasibility. They have clearly shown that it 
will repay its cost with interest. 

This is an ideal project because in Idaho, water and power go hand 
in hand. The people that use the water also use the power. 
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In southern Idaho, we depend on the Snake River for everything, 
irrigation water, power production and waste removal. W ithout the 
river, this great high producing area would be a barren desert. 

One facet of this picture that has been little touched on is the need 
of controlled river releases to reduce pollution of the river. As the 
cities and towns with new industries continue to grow along the river, 
the wastes dumped into the river become an increasing problem and 
the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare has pointed out 
that steady riverflow is necessary to maintain healthful conditions. 
The reregul: iting reservoir of the Burns Creek project would have a 
great de: al of vi alue i in this matter. 

This project is indeed of great value to the oper itions of the Bureau 

of Reclamation. ‘They have built many projects over 50 years. This 
whole Snake River Plain would probably be a desert without the 
program the Bureau of Reclamation has had there for the last 50 
year's. 
* They have had substantial quantities of power to sell but because 
the production of their plants were controlled by water releases for 
irrigation they are short of peaking power to meet the demands of 
their customers—hence they have not been able to command as high 
a price for the power as was possible if they had been able to more 
fully meet the peaking requirements. 

Burns Creek, acting as a ret regulating reservoir, will give them peak- 
ing capability and therefore allow them more revenue from their 
projects which will help offset the rising costs of operations. 

As you know, that is a very serious problem with all types of opera- 
tions such as this. 

Burns Creek will fill an important phase of the Bureau’s plans for 
operations to more fully meet the requirements of their own electric 
loads such as: North Side P umping, Michaud Flats and Fort Hall 
projects. Those are irrigation projects, as our Congresswoman from 
Idaho pointed out a while ago, that are above the level of the river and 
must have the water pumped up to them. 

It was originally planned that power for these projects would be 
supplied from the American Falls Dam, which is on down the river 
near the town of American Falls, Idaho. The dam has been built 
since 1923. The penstocks are in, but closed with bulkheads, and the 
generators have never been put in. At the peak of the irrigation 
season at Wyoming there is a tremendous request for power for pump- 
ing purposes in south Idaho. This dam has been observed to have at 
least. 170,000 horsepower of waterfall going to waste over the dam 
without any generators there. 

The Bureau has had to go ahead anyway with projects mentioned 
above and has had to take the power from their other plants, causing 
shortages elsewhere. Burns Creek will help relieve these hentai 
and restore some of the power it took to help these projects. 

The only objections which we have heard raised to the Burns Creek 
project have been by the Utah Power & Light Co., the Coal Miners’ 
Union, the Coal Operators Association, and the town of Kemmerer, 
Wyo. The objections of all these people are to the effect and based 
on the same assumption that if Burns Creek is built and the block of 
resultant power is made available in the Utah Power & Light Co.’s 
area it will reduce the amount of power that they can or will produce 
at a proposed steamplant located at Kemmerer, Wyo. 
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This is a false assumption as we will now demonstrate. 

Mr. Chairman, I have with me a map which I prepared of this area 
that I thought might be helpful to the members of the committee to 
establish in their mind just where this project is in relation to Kem. 
merer and where the cooperatives and municipalities are that I mep. 
tioned that will use this power. Would it be possible for the members 
of the committee to see how this map is located here / 

To begin with, this is a map prepared by the Power Department of 
the Bonnev ille Power Administration, showi ing the transmission grid 
in the Northwest. It lent itself to this purpose very nicely because 
it shows the transmission line in the area in which these cooperatives 
and municipalities are located, as well as the sites of Burns Creek and 
Kemmerer plant. 

These colored areas represent the areas in the cooperatives and 
municipal systems around this immediate area. This is southeast 
Idaho, this is Wyoming, and this is Utah. The dark shaded areg 
represents the area served generally by the Utah Power & Light Co, 

Burns Creek is right here where this red square is on the Snake 
River, just below Palisades. 

As you can see, here is the Lower Valley Power & Light, Vigilante 
Co-op, Lost River Co-op, Sperry Power Co., Raft River Co-op 
and here is the very high productive area in Cassia and Minidoke 
Counties which has some 13 munic ipal and municipal-cooperative type 
electric distributors. , 

Nearly all of these people got started in business about 45 to 50 years 
ALO, distributing power out of one of the first projects in Idaho which 
is the Minidoka Dam, right there. That dam has made possible this 
whole high productive area which is very rich with potatoes and beans 
and that { type of crop. 

Here in Wyoming is where the Kemmerer coal plant will be located. 
As you can see, if you knew the topography of this country, too, it is 
150 airline miles across from Kemmerer up to Burns Creek site ina 
very rough, almost uninhabited part of the country, mountainous, and 
very sparsely settled. 

The plans which are shown in a report of the Utah Power & Light 
Co. and the Colorado River storage project on which they propose 
transmission, the transmission from Kemmerer will come down this 

way into Ogden plant. So it will be 230 transmission line miles to get 
the power ‘back up as far as Burns Creek. I would like to call 
attention to the blue square right here, situated 30 miles or so from 
Burns Creek, is the city of Idaho Falls, a city of some 40,000 people 
who have a great demand for electric power to support this growing 
population, due to the Government atomic project. 

The power produced at Burns Creek will not be available to Utah 
Power & Light Co. The preference type users will have first call on 
the power at Burns Creek and they can use all the power generated 
there except the dump. The U tah Power & Light Co. will have to 
have steam generation available to firm the dump, otherwise they can- 
not buy even that, because the Bureau of Reclamation has the policy 
if you buy their dump power you must have some other source of 
power which is dependable at all times to back it up, otherwise you 
can’t buy their dump. 

The preference-type power users in southern and eastern Idaho can 
and will use all of Burns Creek power when it is available to them. 
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These users have been scrambling for enough power to meet their 
demands for over + years. Some of them have denied power to new 
loads because they didn’t have it. They were going to go over their 
contracts with the Bureau and we all got penalized for doing that in 
1956 and some of the cases of that were city of Burley and Unity 
Power & Light Co. which is near Burley. Aes 

At this point in my statement, I have included a table which is too 
long to go into here, but which shows by a little comparison that we 
obtained a block of power, some 30,000 kilowats for this area largely 
through a renegotiation of contracts between the Bureau and Idaho 
Power Co. last summer and this block of 30,000 was immediately over- 
subscribed by some 11,000 for firm power and some 19,000 for seasonal 
yumping power. ; 

The 1964 requests which were drawn up very carefully by two in- 
dependent sources showed there that we could have used 94,000 kilo- 
watts by 1964, so we will be quite short. 

(Table referred to follows :) 


[Kilowatts] 


| 

| Present | 1944 re- Total avail- 
Customer contract | 1958 peak | quested load | able without 
Burns Creek 





Village of Albion 310 | 296 536 | 535 
Village of Declo- - | 170 | 224 360 | 360 
East End Mutual | 440 408 614 | 610 
Farmers Mutual | 240 | 207 276 | oR) 
Village of Heyburn 440) | 500 3,800 | 3, 100 
Lost River Co-op. --- 4, 100 2, 167 4, 685 | 4, 400 
Village of Minidoka-- 200 | 134 147 200 
Riverside Mutual 390 320 480 480 
Prairie Power Co-op 250 137 825 | 675 
Walcott Mutual . -.-- 130 | 118 190 | 190 
City of Burley - ; 5, 900 5, 000 | 8, 000 7,270 
City of Idaho Falls 16, 000 14, 914 24. 900 22’ 600 
Lower Valley Co-op... 2, 300 | 2,940 | 5, 900 5, 420 
Village of Paul. ....- sndabibas As 1, 150 | 1, 248 2, 020 1, 620 
City of Rupert-.... 4,000 | 3, 500 | 4, 799 4, 640 
Unity Power Mutual 1,990 | 1, 772 | 2 304 2' 300 
Fall River Co-op... __- 4 is 3, 100 2, 950 6, 800 5, 190 
Raft River Co-op é 7, 000 | 9, 972 21, 998 17, 800 
Rural Electric Co-op 1, 800 | 1, 468 3, 400 2, 400 
South Side Mutual 1,900 | 1, 374 | 2, 501 1, 930 

Total____ eal eo hace ital 5 ath 51, 810 49, 949 94, 535 82, 000 








NoTE.—1959 peak 54,546 kilowatts (breakdown by customer not available). 


Mr. Scuitenper. This year they obtained a small block of 30,000 
kilowatts, largely through the efforts of the Snake River Power As- 
sociation and immediately it was oversubscribed by 11,000 kilowatts 
of firm power and 19,000 kilowatts of seasonal firm. 

At the present time we feel that our members have enough power to 
supply us until 1962 or possibly 1963. 

By 1965, which is the estimated completion date for Burns Creek, 
we will need an additional 15,000 kilowatts, which is equal to the out- 
put of the first unit. There I refer you to the chart entitled “Chart 
A” (see p. 145) which gives a projection of the power we can use up 
until, I believe, the year 1971 or 1972. 

By 1970 we will require an additional 35,000 which will equal the 
Bureau's entire output including Burns Creek. 

_ Since all the objections have therefore been based on a false assump- 
tion this destroys their whole argument. 
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I would like to say here we do not come here saying that we op. 
sider that the Federal Power Co. should be responsible to serve yy 
with power and should build plants to do that. However, we dos say~ 
first we merely wish to show you that when this project is built’ y 

can and will use all of that power to a good advantage. And We do 
say that when we have a great resource like this river in Idaho, which 
should be developed for the maximum purpose of water and power, yj 
think the benefits then, of the development of power, should go to the 
people. 

If the Utah Power & Light Co. were to assume that if Burns Creek 
were not built, the preferenc e users in Idaho would be forced to buy 
additional power requirements from them; this is also a false assump. 
tion. Most of the preference users are not located anywhere near the 
Utah Power & Light Co. service area, and even if they were, the bulk 
of the load gr owth as projected on the accompany ing chart, would not 
develop because the company’s rates are too high. “Much of the load 
growth in our area is due to irrigation by deep well pumping. It has 
been shown in the past that this type of development is not feasible 
with the cost of power under the company’s wholesale rates. 

As a prime example, take the case of my own cooperative, the Raft 
River Electric Cooperative of Malta, Idaho. (This 1s the largest irri. 
gation type user of our group. We sold 23,533,657 kilowatts in 1959 
for irrigation from a total sales of 28,106,069. ) 

This cooperative now pays a wholesale rate of about 4.5 mills for 
pumping power from the Bureau of Reclamation. 

Utah Power & Light Co.’s wholesale rate to us would be about 10 
mills. Our present costs for water per acre to the farmer is about $8 
per acre. If we had to buy Utah Power & Light Co. power the cost 
per acre would be about $13 an acre. This is beyond the economic 
limit for our area. 

For the above reasons we are of the firm opinion that Burns Creek 
project will not interfere with the production at the Kemmerer plant. 
In fact, we believe that it will enhance the value of the steam plant. 

Thermal power is no substitute for hydroelectric power. 

To burn up our dwindling, nonreplaceable resources while water 
falls unchecked to the sea is a fundamental waste of assets. 

When the Burns Creek project is completed, we will have invested 
(not spent) in America’s future and all the money we have invested 
will be back in the pockets of industry and labor. The dam of con- 
crete and the generators of steel and copper will be there providing 
new industry and new labor for generations to come. 

Wesincerely urge that you favorably report this project. 

Mr. Rocers. Mr. Schlender, I have one question before I recognize 
other members of the committee. 

What would be your thinking on the proposition of this project, 
if it were approved, being required to be paid out under general 
reclamation law and policies at the present time ? 

Mr. Scutenper. If it was approved to pay out under the general 
policies ? 

Mr. Rogers. Yes. 

Mr. Scutenver. I am of the very firm opinion from my ex: umina- 
tion of all of the reports that have been made that it is proved to pay 
out under general reclamation law. 
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Mr. Rocers. That question brings up this one: would you be willing 
to hinge the feasibility or nonfeasibility of the project on the answer 
at question ¢ . d 
port eagecll Perhaps I didn’t understand your first question, 

am Sorry. ; 
“- Rocers. The question is simply this: if this project is feasible 
then are you assuming it can be paid out under general reclamation 
law and policies at the present time without making any compensations 
at all ! 

Mr. ScutenperR. Oh, yes, very definitely. 

Mr. Rogers. The gentlewoman from Idaho ? 

Mrs. Prost. Mr. Chairman, I just want to compliment Mr. Schlen- 
der for a very able statement. I appreciate particularly the table 
you provided, Mr. Schlender, on page 4 of your statement. There 
is one question I want to ask about in this last column, “Total avail- 
able without Burns Creek.” 

Is that from Palisades or what do you mean by this one column ? 

Mr. ScuHLENDER. First of all, this is the total available from all of 
the Bureau’s plants including Palisades, without Burns Creek. Now, 
the reason why I showed that over there is because we got an additional 
30,000 kilowatts last summer which as yet has not been allocated to us 
by contracts from the Bureau. I understand they are probably in the 
mail at about this time. 

Our present contracts right, at this time, then are 51,810, that is 
the first column. ‘That is all the Bureau has contracted to the cus- 
tomers in Idaho. Our peak in 1958 was 49.9 and in 1959 it was 54.5 
which shows in 1959 at the present time we are over our contracts 
with the Bureau. 

As you will notice on the chart, in the back here, I didn’t project 
my line high enough that in 1959 I had it somewhere down around 
i0 and I think I should have it up about 54, which shows you never 
can estimate these electric loads high enough in the future, it seems. 

When we had this meeting to allocate the extra 30,000 the customers 
asked for 94, but adding the 30,000, we had to the 51 over here, in our 
present contracts, we came up with the 82, the total available that the 
Bureau now has, without Burns Creek. 

Mrs. Prost. And you have 30,000 under negotiation at the present 
time ? 

Mr. Scuienper. Yes, but that is included in the 82,000 figure. 

Mrs. Prost. You say that most of the preference users are not 
located anywhere near the Utah Power & Light Co. service area. 
Does this mean that if you do not have the additional Burns Creek 
power that Utah Power & Light Co. will probably not have power 
available to your cooperatives ? 

Mr. Scutenper. That is right. The bulk of the customers are in 
Burley, down there near that large blue area on the map which is 
quite far removed from the Utah Power & Light area. And we would 
have no way of buying power from Utah Power & Light if we didn’t 
get it somewhere else. We would very likely have to buy from Idaho 
Power. They are the closest tous. I might point out that their power 
ls about the same cost as Utah Power & Light. We have investigated 
and negotiated with them on that and we cannot afford to buy their 
power either. So at this present time, Bonneville has a large amount 
of power going to waste over there. The lines are tied in from the 
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Bonneville system right through. We don’t know, but what the kilo. 
watts we are using right now “might be coming from Bonney ille for 
that matter. We feel then our only hope would be to get Bonneyille 
power wheeled over which, of course, up to this time, Idaho P Ower has 
refused to do. We think if we get hard enough pressed perhaps some 
type of arrangement could be made on that. 

However, it looks pretty dim right now. 

Mrs, Prost. Do you have any idea what the price would be if Idaho 
Power were to wheel it ? 

Mr. Scuienver. It would probably be nearly to the same order of 
price we now pay the Bureau because Bonneville’s rates are substan. 
tially lower to begin with than the Bureau’s and if we add the wheel. 
ing, it should make it about comparable with our price from the 
Bureau. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you. 

Mr. Rogers. The ee from Pennsylvania, Mr. Saylor? 

Mr. Saytor. Mr. Schlender, I am rather in the position w ith regard 
to your statement that Mr. Aspinall found himself in with re gard to 
the witness that just preceded you. You have reached up into the 
blue and taken some statements and put them down here and I would 
like to call your attention to a paragraph on page 5. 

Since all objections, have, therefore, been based on a false assumption, this 
destroys their whole argument. 

Now what objection and what false assumptions ? 

Mr. Scuienper. The objections that have been raised by the Utah 
Power & Light Co. are that this power would be dumped in their 
service area, would displace power that they might be producing at 
Kemmerer and, therefore, was not needed, that there was plenty of 
power in the area, and that it would cut down the use of the Kem- 
merer plant and put a lot of miners out of work. 

Those are the chief objections that they have had, and we have 
shown here that we can use this power in an area in which they cannot 
serve. ‘Therefore, their whole assumption that this power ‘dumped 
in their area will put the steamplant out of business is not. correct. 

Mr. Saytor. It might be of interest to you to know that there have 
been a great many other people, besides the Utah Power who have 
complained about this project, Mr. Schlender, people who live in the 
area. I had a lot of letters complaining about it from citizens of 
Idaho who do not like this project and they have not even presented 
the arguments that you are talking about. Were all of their argu- 
ments they have advanced in their’ letters, to me based on false as- 
sumptions? 

Mr. Scuienper. Mr. Saylor, let me say that I have no knowledge 
of any—— 

Mr. Sayror. I did not ask you whether or not you have any knowl- 
edge. I am telling you. 

Mr. Scrienver. [ refer here in this objection to the objections of 
the Utah Power & Light Co. 

Mr. Savior. That is not what you said. If you want to amend your 
statement as to say the objections of the Utah Power & Light Co. I 
have no objection. 

Mr. Scuienper. That is what I mean. 


Mr. Rocers. Do you want to amend your statement that way, Mr. 
Schlender ? 
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Mr. Scutenver. I would so amend it that way. 

Mr. Rocers. Without objection, itisso ordered. _ 

Mr. Sartor. In response to a question by the chairman, Mr. Rog- 
ers, you said that you wanted this project to comply with the rules 
and the laws that are now on the books to pay out within 50 years; is 
that right ? ' 

Mr. Scutenver. I do not believe I subscribed to the statement it 
should be paid out within 50 years. 

Mr. Sartor. The reclamation law is that there will be a 10-year de- 
velopment period and a 40-year payout period, or 50 years. Do you 
subscribe to the theory that this project should comply with the rec- 
lamation law 4 

Mr. Scutenver. Mr. Chairman, since I am not a lawyer, might I 
have the privilege of calling my legal counsel to my aid to answer 
a question of this nature? ; 

Mr. Rocers. As far as that is concerned, I do not think that is a 
legal question, Mr. Schlender. It does not involve any specific knowl- 
edge of the law. It has only to do with facts. I think a record ought 
to be made on that. I have no objection, unless there is an objection 
from the committee, to your conferring with anyone in your organi- 
zation you would like to confer with. 

Mr. Sayvor. Anyone. 

Mr. Scuienpver. I would like to call Mr. William C. Wise. 

Mr. Rocers. Identify yourself. 

Mr. Wise. William C. Wise, special counsel to the Snake River 
Power Association, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rocers. Have a seat there, Mr. Wise. 

Mr. Wise. Mr. Saylor, it is our position that the proposal contained 
in S. 281 complies fully in all respects with the reclamation laws and 
policies now in effect. This project has been treated identically by the 
Bureau of Reclamation as all other projects have been in the past 
and there is no deviation from that. 

Mr. Sartor. Mr. Wise, that is not the question I asked. You an- 
swer is not responsive. I want to know whether or not the organiza- 
tion which is now testifying, the Snake River Power Association, Inc., 
subscribes to the reclamation law which is now on the books that proj- 
ects should be built and given a reasonable 10-year development. pe- 
riod and pay out in 40 years afterward. 

Mr. Wise. Mr. Saylor, if you please, I would have to differ with 
you. That is not my understanding of the present law. In this case, 
the irrigation payments which are repaid by the irrigators follow that 
procedure to which you refer and which they are required to do by 
thelaw. The power revenues also will be paid out within the 50 years. 
The only question of any revenues extending beyond the 50-year period 
are the irrigation costs which must be paid out of the power revenues. 
They will extend here slightly beyond the 50-year period, but it is 
my understanding that there is nothing in the law or the present. policy, 
which requires those payments to be made within a 50-year period. 
That is left entirely to the discretion of the Secretary in my under- 
standing of the law. 

Mr. Sartor. Let me ask you this: This project is 98 percent or 
98 percent plus power and the irrigation benefits are 1.7 percent. 
When do you expect to have the 1.7 percent irrigation benefits paid ? 

Mr. Wise. Within the 50-year period. 
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Mr. Sartor. Within the 50-year period ¢ 

Mr. Wise. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Sari vs When do you expect to have the 98 percent paid? 

Mr. Wise. I am sorry, sir. The part of the irrigation costs which 
must be repaid by the irrigators will be repaid within the 50-year 
period. Part of that must be re paid by the irrigators, part of it must 
come out of power revenues. The part which will be repaid by the 
irrigators will be repaid in accordance with the law within the 50-year 
period. 

Mr. Sartor. What percentage of the project will that amount to? 

Mr. Wise. I do not have it by percent, sir. It amounts to a rela- 
tively small amount in dollar figures; $775,000 will be repaid by the 
irrigators. 

Mr. Sartor. Now, you have heard, or you are familiar with the 
testimony of the Bureau of Reclamation that this project standing 
by itself cannot pay out at any time and that it will be necessary for 
the Palisades project to come to its rescue and pay out the carrying 
charges. 

In other words, the project cannot even pay the interest. 

Mr. Wise. If I may respectfully disagree, Mr. Saylor, there is no 
such testimony by the Bureau of Reclamation. The testimony by 
the Bureau of Reclamation, as I heard it, is this: This project alw: ays 
has been intended to be, has always been proposed to be, and will be 
integrated electrically, financially, and hydraulically with the Pali- 

sades project. The Palisades project, instead of being a lemon is an 
excellent dollar and cents investment for the U.S. Government. It 
will earn a net revenue per year of approximately $1,147,000. By add- 
ing Burns Creek to the Palisades project, the revenues will be doubled 
and the net revenues to the Government now will be § $2,294,800, 
Within a few hundred dollars the addition of Burns Creek to Palisades 
doubles the net revenues. What the Bureau said was that if Burns 
Creek were to be operated by itself as an isolated project, not tied in 
with Palisades, the rate which would have to be charged to make it pay 
out within the time prescribed by law and the Secretary would be 
higher than the rate that can be charged by combining Palisades and 
Burns Creek. 

No one has ever said that Burns Creek would not pay out. It would 
require a higher rate and under the law it has to pay out or the project 
cannot be built. 

Mr. Sartor. In other words, what you are actually telling this com- 
mittee is that your organization subscribes to the theory that the 
Palisades project which was built for the benefit of the water users 
and, incidentally, to provide some power, will now be robbed of its 
money, and it will go for the benefit of the city of Burley, the city of 
Idaho Falls, the city of Delco, village of Paul, city of Ruppert, ‘vil- 
lage of Minidoka, and other towns up there, rather than have this 
money goto the Bureau of Reclamation. 

Mr. Wise. Congressman Saylor, I obviously do not know how to 
express myself i in the English 1: angu: ge. 

Mr. Sayuor. That might be very we ell. 

Mr. Wise. That is very true. I attempted to say precisely the oppo- 
site of what you have said. I said not what you said, but on the con- 
trary, I said that by putting in Burns C reek, you will earn for the 
US. Government, the amount of roughly $1,147,000 per year, that 
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you will make double the net income from Palisades without doubling 
the investment. ‘The investment in Burns Creek will be less than the 
investment in Palisades, but in spite of that fact, by operating them 
together this will double the net revenues. Instead of hurting any- 
one, this will help everyone involved, the taxpayer and irrigator. 

Mr. Savior. Mr. Wise, I do not know where you were in 1949, but 
[ was a member of this committee, and we heard the original Palisades 
testimony, and it has been refreshing, remarkably so, to sit down and 
review the testimony that was offered by a lot of witnesses from that 
area in 1949, as to why the Federal Government should build this 
project. a 2)t bbe | 

One of the principal reasons given for it was—and this was sub- 
scribed to by many of the people who are now coming along and ask- 
ing for this project—that there would be a surplus for the reclama- 
tion fund within 50 years. In fact, beginning with the year 1990, 
all of the features of the Palisades would have been paid out, and 
there would be an increasing fund for the use of irrigators in the dis- 
trict and in the rest of the West. So that in this 50-year period, 10- 
year development, and 40-year payout, at the end of that time, there 
would have been almost $31 million for the use of the irrigators of that 
system, not the townspeople who were worried about their light bills, 
but a true reclamation project. And now, you people are coming back 
here, 11 years later, and saying that that $30 million should be done 
awav with and be used not for the benefit of the irrigators, but be 
used for the benefit of the people that live in these various towns. 

Now, what has happened out there in that community in the mean- 
time 4 

Mr. Wisr. As far as I know, Congressman Saylor, nothing has 
happened and we are certainly not intending to say that at all—what 
you have said. We are saying by doing this, you will benefit the 
irrigators to a much larger extent because after all the costs of this 
project are paid off you are going to have net revenues accruing to the 
benefit of the Government to use as Congress determines. dnfortu- 
nately, or fortunately, depending upon how you look at it, there is 
no irrigation account in this area. ‘These moneys all go back to the 
U.S. Treasury so they do not get applied to the irrigators. The people 
of this area hope Congress sees fit when the profits come in they will 
be used for the benefit of the farmers of the area, but we have no 
assurance of that, the law does not require it. We are saying now 
exactly what those of us who were here 11 years ago said. We want 
this for the benefit of the irrigators and other residents of that area. 
We say this project will benefit them, and benefit—dollarwise and 
centswise—in the long run the Federal taxpayers and the Federal 
Treasury and the project itself, as Mr. Schlender has pointed out. will 
directly benefit the irrigators, make 100,000 acre-feet of storage avail- 
able to them. 

We will have a number of witnesses here, all of whom use that 
water and have put in applications for it. It has been oversubscribed 
by more than 40 percent already. The demand for the project is 
unanimous out there. It will also help the irrigation by making 
cheaper power available for pumping in the higher area which Mrs. 
Pfost referred to in questioning one of the witnesses, which could not 
be pumped under the rates charged by the Utah Power Co., or could 
not be pumped if the preference customers put in their own generating 
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plant. They simply could not obtain a low enough cost of power to 
make that pumping possible. 

Mr. Sartor. Do you mean to stand before this committee and tel] 
us there is nobody in that area that has been described by Mp 
Schlender, that is using anything but public power to pump water! 

Mr. Wiser. I mean to say this—that the rates 

Mr. Saytor. Answer the question, yes or no. 

Mr. Wiser. I believe there are some customers not in the Utah Powe, 
& Light Co. area, but in the Idaho Power Co. area maybe, who ar 
receiving power from them for pumping but I do not believe it ig as 
costly a pumping as will be needed for these other people. 

The irrigators will tell you, every one of them, they cannot afford 
to pay the ‘rates which must be paid to Utah Pow er & Light Co. to do 
the pumping in the higher areas. The answer to that is definitely 
yes, sir. 

Mr. Rocers. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Sartor. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Wise, there is one thing I want to get straight iy, 
my own mind. DoI understand you to say ‘it is the general philosophy 
of your organization that these ‘projects, whether you go ahead and 
build Burns Creek or whether you just keep Palisades, whatever 
profits come into this situation out of the project that is built ought 
to be plowed back in for the benefit of the irrigators in that area! 

Mr. Wise. I have not been authorized by the association to say 
that. It is my feeling that certainly the irrigators would like to se 
that happen. 

Mr. Rocers. I am not talking about what they would feel like, but 
is it your philosophy that whatever profit is made out of one of the 
reclamation projects ought to be plowed back into the area which 
is served by it ? 

Mr. Wiser. I have not thought of that personally as a ere 
question, Mr. Chairman, so I am not in a position to answer it. Ido 
believe my clients would feel that way, definitely. But they have not 
instructed me to so testify. But, as Congressman Saylor pointed out, 
that argument was made in 1949. However, Congress did not see fit 
to set up a fund to carry that out. You might or might not do that 
after it is paid out. What I would like to emphasize, instead of 
being a lemon, from a strictly business dollar-and-cents standpoint, 
this is an excellent investment. It is the same as having a farm— 

Mr. Rocrers. Of course, Mr. Wise, what we have done is gotten clear 
off the track here because Mr. Schlender called you up as his legal 
adviser pee are taking over. 

Mr. Wise. Iam very sorry. 

Mr. Rocers. I think we ought to proceed in order, if we can. 

Mr. Saytor. I will reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. Rocers. Mr. Hosmer? 

Mr. Hosmer. I have heard the term “profits” used here rather fre- 
quently in the last 10 minutes. What are you talking about when 
you are talking about profits ? 

Mr. Wise. Am I to answer that ? 

Mr. Roeers. Is it asked of Mr. Schlender ? 

Mr. Hosmer. Of Mr. Wise. 

Mr. Wisr. The Bureau of Reclamation studies show—what I mean, 
taking all the expenses in accordance with their standard procedures 
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and paying the interest on those funds which require an interest pay- 
ment and all the other operating and depreciation expenses, whatever 
they have—that for the combined project when you add Burns Creek 
to Palisades, they will have a net revenue of $2,294,800 per year. _ 

Mr. Hosmer. You mean that is what is used to pay back the Gov- 
ernment for its investment ‘ 

Mr. Wise. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hosmer. That is not in the nature of an increment to the Gov- 
ernment; it is in the nature of a payback of what the Government 
borrowed and put into this thing, is it not? 

Mr. Wise. That is correct, sir: but in return for that the Govern- 
ment owns this plant just the same as when you pay up on your house. 
It is the same. 

Mr. Hosmer. That is jolly, but it does not own it until the end of 
50 years. If we are talking about profits in the normal sense of the 
word—profits—we are talking about something that might accrue 50 
years hence; is that not the fact / 

” Mr. Wise. I would not agree with that, but I would agree with 
this: You are going to have cash to apply to the loan and interest 
on it until after the 50-some years when it is paid off. Then it is all 
clear profit that will come into the Government each year and will 
be double what it would be without Burns Creek. That is my point. 

Mr. Hosmer. Right now it is repayment on what the taxpayers of 
the Nation have put out. 

Mr. Wise. That is a profit, sir. 

Mr. Hosmer. What é 

Mr. Wise. If you pay off on your house, the Federal income people 
make you treat that as a profit except after allowance for depre- 
elation. 

Mr. Hosmer. In other words, you conceive of this whole thing as a 
business. 

Mr. Wiser. I say from a business standpoint strictly this is a very 
good investment. 

Mr. Hosmer. Do you want this as a socialistic project or something 
else ¢ 

Mr. Wise. We want this operated on a businesslike basis. 

Mr. Hosmer. Will you admit with me that this $2,294,000 the Gov- 
ernment is supposed to be putting in its pocket annually from the 
combined projects is what the Government is owed and is expected to 
get back from its investment ? 

Mr. Wise. Until such time as the amount is paid out; yes, sir. 

Mr. Hosmer. I will reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. Rogers. The gentleman from North Dakota? 

Mr. Hosmer. May I have one more question ? 

Mr. Burpick. I yield. 

Mr. Hosmer. Mr. Schlender in his testimony on the second or third 
page made reference to repayment of the cost with interest of this 
project. What formula is that based on? Did you know when you 
were drafting your testimony ? 

Mr. ScuLenper. It is under the standard formula as adopted by the 
Bureau and as recommended or certified to them. 

Mr. Hosmer. What standard formula? We have had a number of 
formulas that have appeared from time to time? Is this the one that 
was in the Palisades project or one that starts with Burns Creek proj- 
ect or what interest cost formula is contemplated ? 
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Mr. Scuienper. This is the formula that the Bureau uses under 
Cireular A-47. 

Mr. Hosmer. Is that 3 percent? 

Mr. Scutenper. I am not sure of the percentage figure they use, 

Mr. Hosmer. That does not necessarily recoup to Government the 
cost of borrowing the money necessarily by the formula worked out 
from time to time. 

Mr. Scuienper. I didn’t hear you or understand. 

Mr. Hosmer. Since the formula is a fixed one and since the cost of 
borrowing money is erratic the future facts may make it so that the 
Government actually may not recover the total cost with interest. 

Mr. ScuienpDER. That could be true; yes. 

Mr. Hosmer. Thank you. 

Mr. Burpick. One of the witnesses earlier today said there was a 
possibility of, I believe the figure was 600 miners losing their jobs, 
The output of electricity and power as developed in Burns Creek you 
said would supply the municipalities and the REA’s in the area. Do 
you know of any plan or intention to invade the area of the Utah 
Power or Idaho Power territory ? 

Mr. Scuienver. Absolutely none. 

Mr. Buroick. After this is built, the Idaho and Utah Power Co,’s 
will still have the same territory and same customers ? 

Mr. Scutenpver. That is right. 

Mr. Burpicx. Then how can 600 miners lose their jobs? 

Mr. Scnienper. They just can’t. There just isn’t any way in which 
this could affect those miners at all as we see it. 

Mr. Burpickx. Thank you. 

Mr. Wise. Mr. Chairman, may I put in one point more relating to 
arithmetic ? 

Mr. Rocers. In what relation ? 

Mr. Wiser. The 600 miners. 

Mr. Rocers. Yes. 

Mr. Wise. The testimony was there are 20,000 man-hours involved. 
If you divided that figure by 600 you would find each miner was only 
working 33 hours a year. I think if you check on this, on the basis 
of a 40-hour week per man, the most this would do would be to give 
employment to 100 miners. Our testimony is it doesn’t affect the em- 
ployment of miners at all, but at the most it would be 100 rather 
than 600. 

Mr. Rogers. Thank you. 

Let the Chair make this observation. We have some business on 
the floor. We are going to try to get started again at 2 o’clock and 
go until about 4 this afternoon. But the Chair does propose to start 
with the opposition witnesses tomorrow morning. So if the propo- 
nents want to rearrange their presentation, they may do so. 

Mr. Scuienper. Mr. Chairman, I have a number of statements 
favoring Burns Creek project which, if there is no objection, I would 

respectifully request they be entered into the record. 

Mr. Rocers. Let me say this: If you will submit those to the staff, 
the chairman with the ranking minority member will go over those 
statements and include those appropriate for the record and the 
others will be included in the file. 

(Subsequently the forementioned statements were approved for in- 
clusion in the record. ) 
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STATEMENT OF RURAL ELECTRIC Co. 


Mr. Chairman, I am John L. Brog and I represent the Rural Electric Co, as 
their manager. Our company is a cooperative that was formed in 1917 for dig. 
tribution of power. At that time there was no private power company that 
would come in and serve this area. The cities and villages formed their own 
electrical department and the farmers got together in small groups and built 
lines for themselves to get power for lights. They bought power from the By. 
reau of Reclamation and connected onto the lines the Bureau had built for the 
irrigation pumps for the Minidoka project. 

These smail groups maintained their own lines until the growth of their loaq 
caused a problem of maintenance. Several merged to what we now have in the 
Rural Electric Co. We also operate the Walcott Electric Co. an electrica| 
department of the village of Heyburn. 

With the present rate of growth experienced by our groups our supply of 
power will run out by 1961 or 1962. The village of Heyburn has orders for power 
that indicates an early shortage of power. 

We are not in position to go to anyone other than the Bureau of Reclamation 
for additional power as we are taking power directly through the Bureay’s 
transmission lines and substations. Any greater cost of power would be a hard- 
ship on our consumers. 

This is a problem that all of the consumers of the Minidoka system have 
in common. The favorable sale of power helps pay the cost of the irrigation 
projects that might be too costly if they depended on the water user to pay the 
entire cost of the project. 

We have no natural fuel in this area that doesn’t have to be piped or hauled 
for long distances. Our only resource for power generation is waterpower. 

As all our fuel costs are high, low cost waterpower is very essential to the 
economy of the area for our farms and some processing of farm produce. 

It is not possible for us to buy power from the proposed steamplant of the 
Utah Power & Light Co. as we are more than a hundred miles from the Utah 
Power & Light Co. lines and about 300 miles from the site of the Kemmer steam- 
plant. The losses, cost of right-of-way, and cost of transmission would make it 
unfeasible to build lines to the transmission line of Utah Power & Light Co. 
None of the Minidoka users are in the service area of the Utah Power & Light Co, 

We strongly urge the passage of the Burns Creek project as it is about the 
only multipurpose project left in this area. I don’t see how anyone but the 
Bureau of Reclamation could build this and benefit the most people. It could 
not be done without the benefit to the water users or without the power as the 
cost would be too high to the water users. The sale of power would pay a 
large part of the construction costs. 

We are a member of the Snake River Power Association and as its president 
I have reviewed almost every conceivable way to get more power into this area 
of power shortage. The Burns Creek project is one of the most beneficial of all. 


FEBRUARY 10, 1960. 
Hon. WALTER ROGERS, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR Mr. Rogers: We, the Raft River Chamber of Commerce, in regular 
meeting assembled, do hereby adopt the following resolution upon motion made 
by Cecil E. Williams and seconded by Golden F. Gardiner : 

Resolved, That we endorse the Burns Creek Dam on the upper Snake River 
as recommended by the Bureau of Reclamation to reregulate the flow imme 
diately downstream from Palisades Dam as provided for in S. 281 by the Senate. 


J. HENRY THOMPSON, 
President, Raft River Chamber of Commerce. 
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FEBRUARY 9, 1960. 
Hon. WALTER ROGERS, ; 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

Deak Mr. Rogers: We endorse the Burns Creek Dam on the upper Snake 
River as recommended by the Bureau of Reclamation to reregulate the flow 
immediately downstream from Palisades Dam as provided for in S. 281 as 
as 7 Senate. 
—_ e JOHN M. LOCKLIER, 
Chairman, Village Board of Malta. 


JANUARY 28, 1960. 
Hon. WALTER ROGERS, bt 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. Rocers: The following resolution was duly adopted by the members 
of the Idaho Cooperative Utilities Association, Inc., in session at their annual 
meeting held December 11, 1959, at Boise, Idaho: 

“Resolved, That we endorse the Burns Creek Dam on the upper Snake River 
as recommended by the Bureau of Reclamation to reregulate the flow immediately 
downstream from Palisades Dam as provided for in S8. 281 as passed by the 
Sendte.” 

EpwIn C. SCHLENDER, 
Secretary, Idaho Cooperative Utilities Association. 


FEBRUARY 9, 1960. 
Hon. WALTER ROGERS, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


DeaR Mr. Rocers: We endorse the Burns Creek Dam on the upper Snake River 
as recommended by the Bureau of Reclamation to reregulate the flow immediately 
downstream from Palisades Dam as provided for in 8S. 281 as passed by the 
Senate. 

GENE Baxter, Secretary, Malta Lions Club. 


FEBRUARY 9, 1960. 
Hon. WALTER ROGERS, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. Rocers: We endorse the Burns Creek Dam on the upper Snake River 
as recommended by the Bureau of Reclamation to reregulate the flow immediately 
downstream from Palisades Dam as provided for in S. 281 as passed by the 
Senate. 

ALLEN SEXTON, 
Master, Raft River Grange No. 306. 


MINIDOKA CouUNTY PAMONA GRANGE, 
Rupert, Idaho. 
Hon. WALTER RoGERs, 
Chairman of Subcommittee, Irrigation and Reclamation: 


The Minidoka County Pamona Grange has gone on record favoring passage 
of § 281, the Burns Creek project in southern Idaho for the following reasons: 
1, Additional regulation and increased storage of water which will directly 
benefit this area. 
_ 2. Power generated will help reduce the power shortage we are faced with 
in the immediate future, and would assist in repayment of the project. 
Very truly yours, 
THos. E. MABerty, Master. 
CLAUDE E. BowMan, Secretary. 
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Riesy, Ipano, February 9, 1969, 
Hon. WALTER ROGERS, 
Chairman of Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Sir: We endorse Senate bill 281 as proposed by Bureau of Reclamatio, 
as pertaining to Burns Creek Dam. 

We are vitally interested in this project due to the fluctuation of the river 
below Palisades Dam. It has a tendency to raise and lower the water leye| at 
our canal regulating gates. 

Our canal water system has reached its capacity and we are in neeq of 
excess water in order to develop the remaining acreage under the system. We 
feel that Burns Creek Dam will offer us the necessary storage. 

Very truly yours, 
BuTLER ISLAND CANAL Co, 
J. ARLO Moss, President. 
RateH O. LOUNSBURG, 
Secretary-Treasurer. 

Mr. Scutenper. All right, sir. 

Mr. Rogers. The committee will stand adjourned until 2 p.m. 

(Whereupon, at 12 noon, the committee was recessed, to recop. 
vene at 2 p.m., the same day.) 


AFTER RECESS 


The subcommittee reconvened at 2 p.m., Hon. Walter Rogers, 
chairman of the subcommittee, presiding. 

Mr. Rocrers. The Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation will 
come to order for the further consideration of the pending bills. 

I believe we had finished with Mr. Schlender. The next witness 
appears to be the Honorable Leonard Salmon, mayor of Burley, 
Idaho. 

Mr. Mayor, if you will come forward, we will recognize you. 


STATEMENT OF HON. J. L. SALMON, MAYOR OF THE CITY 
OF BURLEY, IDAHO 


Mr. Satmon. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is Leonard Salmon. Iam the mayor of Burley, Idaho. I have 
a statement for the record. 

Before I start with my statement, I would like to make just a 
brief explanation so far as the city of Burley is concerned, and the 
immediate vicinity thereof. 

The city of Burley has been purchasing power from the U.S. Gov- 
ernment through the Bureau of Reclamation for more than 50 years. 
The reason that the city had their own electric department is because 
at the beginning, no private company felt that it was feasible to serve 
the city of Burley with electricity. 

One other point I would like to make before we start is this: The 
question was raised this morning, I think, regarding public power 
being used for irrigation. This also has been in practice in our area 
for more than 50 years. 

At the time the project was first started, the Minidoka Dam was 
erected to supply water to this project. It was necessary to raise this 
water 90 feet to get it onto the land. This was done at three lifts, 
approximately 30 feet each. 
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The power from the Minidoka Dam supplies the power for this, 
and it 1s still doing that today. In spite of the lifts, the original cost 
of the Minidoka Dam has been repaid to the Federal Government with 
interest. The power has been used continually to the pump water 
onto the land for irriagtion. Dligsl Toontge yy 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Mayor, do you own your own distribution facili- 
ties in Burley ¢ : ai), 

Mr. Satmon. Yes, sir; the city of Burley owns their own dist ribu- 
tion system and purchases the power from the Bureau of Reclamation. 

Mr. Rocers. What do you charge your residential customers / 

Mr. Satmon. I do not know if I am qualified to give you all the 
charges. They are on a graduated scale. The first 100 kilowatts of 
power is at a higher rate than the additional. . 

Mr. Rogers. Yes; I understand. What is your first 100 kilowatts ? 

Mr. Satmon. The first 100 kilowatts is, I think, 1.75 cents. 

Mr. Rocers. That is to the consumer, to the resident ? 

Mr. Saumon. Yes. 

Mr. Rocers. Do you make a profit out of that municipal operation 
each year ? 

Mr. Satmon. Yes, sir; there is a profit which is passed on to the 
citizens in the way of lower taxes. 

Mr. Rocers. I understand that. I mean do you operate your city 
on part of the revenue from this municipal system ¢ 

Mr. Satmon. Yes; that is correct. 

Mr. Rogers. You may proceed with your statement, Mr. Mayor. 

Mr. Satmon. ‘The city of Burley is located on the south bank of the 
Snake River in the south central part of the State of Idaho, in Cassia 
County, with a population of approximately 8,000 people, and is the 
center for trade purposes of approximately 30,000 people. 

It is approximately equal distance between Salt Lake City and 
Boise, and is at the junction of the two new proposed transcontinental 
highways, one coming north from Salt Lake City and the other coming 
west from Pocatello. 

The city of Burley is one of many municipalities which buys elec- 

tricity directly from the Federal Government in Idaho. Burley is 
presently enjoying an industrial growth consisting of one corru- 
gated paper container plant which has doubled its capacity within 
1 year after being established, as well as food processing plants, and 
refrigerated storage warehouses. Shelley processing plant, which 
processes potatoes, has made three major additions to the plant within 
the last 3 years. 
_ We also have near Burley the Idaho Potato Processors, as well as 
Simplot, who is constructing a new plant across the river in Heyburn. 
Also, Ore-Ida, another corporation, is contemplating the construction 
of a potato processing plant near Burley. 

This is not considered boom growth, but is steady, natural, healthy, 
growth of the city. With these new plants being established, new 
housing and new retail businesses will be established within the city 
to accommodate the increase in population. 

Burley is also dependent directly or indirectly on the vast agri- 
cultural development. which is now taking place on both sides of the 
Snake River in Cassia as well as Minidoka County. Since I last ap- 
peared before this committee, Burley has annexed over 200 acres of 
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land for residential purposes, and this summer there will have beep 
completed in Burley a three-quarter of a million dollar new county 
hospital. ; 

Building will start this spring on a half-million dollar new elemep. 
tary school building. The city has recently completed a $65,000 new 
public library. 

These are facts—things that are actually happening in Burley— 
and the growth in the future is just as bright. This means, of course 
that if Burley is to continue to grow and to serve the people, it mug 
also have an adequate source of electricity to take care of the influx of 
population and the new industries wishing to be established here, 

At the present time our proposed contract with the Bureau pro. 
vides a maximum of 7,200 kilowatts demand in the summer and 9,309 
kilowatts in the winter. A few weeks ago our power use hit 7,00 
kilowatts demand, which was an 11 percent increase over the prior 
year. 

To meet this growth, it is absolutely necessary that the city of 
Burley have a firm power supply, rather than interruptible or peak. 
ing power. The Bureau of Reclamation informs us that at the present 
time all the available power which they have for sale on a firm basis 
has been contracted for and that they have none left to meet the futur 
growth of this area. 

The presently existing. plant at. Palisades furnishes only, summer. 
time power to this area, and the need is now for the development of 
prime power for our use during the entire year. All the prime power 
that. would be developed at the new Burns Creek project could be 
used by the preference customers now using Government-produced 
power and would not in any way infringe upon the territory now 
served by the private utilities in the adjacent areas. 

The new Burns Creek project is truly multipurpose. Irrigation 
and water is the lifeblood of Idaho, but not all water comes from 
the Snake River in our area. Presently, there is more water being 
pumped from deep wells to irrigate land in Cassia and Minidoka 
Counties than is being diverted from the Snake River through Milner 
and Minidoka Dams. 

An economic pumping unit is only possible through low-cost power, 
and the new reregulation dam at Burns Creek will add tremendously 
to the power source for the future development of irrigation from 
subterranean water in our area. 

Furthermore, the power generated at the Government plants in 
Idaho is used to pump the water that is actually diverted from the 
Snake River. At Minidoka Dam it is necessary to lift the water 9 
feet. in order to irrigate some 40,000 acres on the south side, and at 
Milner Dam it is necessary to pump water to irrigate both the north 
side and the south side. 

The only gravity diversion from the two dams is on the north side 
in the Rupert area; therefore, power is essential for the developing 
of the irrigation potential of the West. This power will certainly 
serve irrigation just as well as the additional storage afforded in the 
reservoir above the Burns Creek Dam. 

As noted from the postcard photograph attached to this statement, 
one can see that the Burley area is right on the edge of the Snake 
River and that a 10-foot flood crest in the river would completely 
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cover the city of Burley. Consequently, the new Burns Creek pro- 
posal also can serve to increase flood control and lessen the flood threat 
upon the Snake River. 

(The photograph referred to can be found in the files of the 
Committee. ) 

Mr. Satmon. The information given on charts previously pre- 
sented in testimony before this committee have proven themselves 
substantially correct for 1958-59, and we expect future years to show 
thesame trend. From this one can readily see that there is a growing 

wer need for the city of Burley in the not too distant future, prob- 
ably béfore Burns Creek is built, provided the same was started this 
summer. 

It appears to me, as mayor of the city of Burley, that our only 
adequate and economical source of power for distribution in our area 
is from the Federal Government, and for them to be able to supply 
the added power it is absolutely essential that the Burns Creek project 
be approved and started immediately. 

It is significant to note that Minidoka Dam and the powerplant 
which was built in the early 1900’s from Federal funds has been com- 
pletely paid out with interest, and the dam and powerplant are now 
self-supporting. 

The Federal Government has been completely reimbursed, and the 
same could be true of Burns Creek or Palisades, so that in the long 
run we are not asking for any Federal handouts, but rather a loan 
which the users in this area could repay to the Federal Government 
with interest, provided the project is built. 

We respectfully urge that this committee approve the Burns Creek 
project and recommend to Congress that the same be passed and 
appropriations made that the project may be commenced immediately. 

Mr. Rocers. Thank you, Mr. Mayor. 

The Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from Idaho, Mrs, Pfost. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I want to compliment Mayor Salmon for a fine statement. Mayor 
Salmon, I am always impressed with the steady industrial growth 
made in your community. My husband and I drive through Burley 
each year on our way home from the Nation’s Capital, and it is a joy 
to see the new potato factories and other industry that have sprung up 
asa result of the irrigation of the productive soil surrounding Burley. 

Certainly you are in a favored position because you have low-cost 
power that most of us in Idaho have not been able to enjoy. 

Mr. Satmon. Thank you. 

Mrs. Prosr. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rocers. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania, Mr. Saylor. 

Mr. Savior. Mayor, I join with Mrs. Pfost in welcoming you back 
tothe committee. It seems this is becoming an annual affair. I think 
if I recall correctly, 2 years ago you said you thought it was necessary 
to justify your appearance back here. I can tell you that you can 
go back and tell the chamber of commerce and the city council that 
sent you back here that you are a great proponent for the area and, 
if they get nothing else out of this, the advertisement that you give 
to the city of Burley should more than offset your expenses in coming 
back here. ! 
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I am interested in this statement that you have. I am delighted to 
know that the town of Burley is growing. I know I would not want 
to find your town differing from “other towns in your area out there 
in the West, being stifled, kept down, not being allowed to grow, 

I see that you have taken in some additional land out there, There 
is probably some other acreage around there that you would like to 
get into the city of Burley; is there not ? 

Mr. Satmon. Well, that is right. 

Mr. Sayzor. On page 2 of your statement, down near the end, you 
call it a reregulation reservoir. What do you mean by that? 

Mr. Satmon. What it means to me is that the dam could be oper- 
ated in conjunction with Palisades. We have a peak in our area, say 
at the noon hour when everybody starts to cook their meal; they draw 
heavily on the electric energy. In order to supply this, of course, 
more water would have to be run through the dam to generate this 
additional electricity. 

That could be done at Palisades, and Burns Creek could. collect 
the water so that it would not be wasted and go on to the ocean, being 
used by noone. That is what I refer toasa reregulating d: am. 

Mr. Sartor. How many dams are there downstream below Pali- 
sades# You do not mean to tell this committee or try to have this 
committee go under the impression that there are no other dams 
between Palisades and the ocean # 

Mr. Satmon. No, sir; I do not. But those dams are filled each year 
and this is an additional 100,000 acre-feet that we do not have now 
which e ould be stored. 

Mr. Sartor. The reason I am asking these questions is that when 
the Bureau submitted its or iginal plan, they talked about a reregulat- 
ing reservoir, they talked about. a settling basin of 17,000 acre-feet, 
so that they could operate Palisades at full c apacity. They called that 
a reregulating reservoir. 

If you are going to have your power facilities at Burns Creek, are 
you not going to have another settling basin down below; aren’t.you 
going to have to have another one down there to get this capacity that 
we are talking about ? 

The Bureau will run the water through the turbines in the Palisades 
and then run it through below. Then we have to take care of these 
irrigators. I heard all of these people put up the tremendous cries 
that we couldn’t operate Palisades at capacity because it would affect 
the irrigators. 

I don’t want anybody to come along and build this dam without 
taking care of the irrigators. The record is replete with the testi- 
mony “from witnesses out there that we had to take care of the i irriga- 
tors. That is why these dams were built. 

I want to know if in a few years we have to have another dam built 
below Burns Creek to regulate and to take care of the irrigators. 

Mr. Satmon. We cannot foresee what the demands will be even a 
few years ahead, I don’t think, in our area. So it may be necessary 
that another dam would be considered. 

Mr. Saytor. What kind of a dam—a regulating dam or a power 
dam ? 

Mr. Satmon. Well, a dam, I would say, that would meet the needs 
of the time would be contemplated. 
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Mr. Sartor. But this worry that the people had when they came 
back 3 years ago and talked about the reregulation reservoir to take 
care of P alisades, that seems to have disappeared, Mayor. I have 
not heard anybody mention that yet. I have not he: urd of anybody 
being interested in taking care of the irrigator. 

This seems to be now a question of power, a pure question of power. 
Isn’t anybody in your area out there interested in taking care of the 
irrigator ¢ : hn aaa 

Mr. Satmon. Yes, sir. Every one of us is interested in taking care 
of the irrigators, because we owe our very existence to the irrigators. 

Mr. Saytor. If that is the case, why aren’t you satisfied with a 
settling basin of 17,000 acre-feet that would allow you to run Pali- 
sades to full capac ity to get this peaking? 

Mr. Satmon. That I do not believe I am qualified to answer, why 
they are not satisfied. But personally, I feel that it would be a mis- 
take not to put the powerplant on Burns Creek. 

Mrs. Prost. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Sartor. I will be hi appy to yield. 

Mrs. Prost. Is it not true, Mayor Salmon, that the power generated 
at Burns Creek will be used to irrigate the higher lands that could 
not be irrigated by gravity flow? 

Mr. Satmon. That is correct. 

Mrs. Prosr. In other words, the power generation will go beyond 
just being a power project, it will provide irrigation well pumping 
for the surrounding area ¢ 

Mr. Satmon.:- That is correct. I tried to point out in the beginning 
how closely related power and irrigation is in our particular area. 
It just seems that you can’ *t have one without the other. 

Mrs. Prost. I thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Sartor. Mayor, on page 3, the last sentence of your second 
paragraph, there comes something that is astounding, in view of the 
record. That is the sentence that. says— 

Consequently the new Burns Creek proposal can also serve to increase flood 
control and lessen the flood threat on the Snake River. 

Mayor, in view of the fact that the Bureau of Reclamation has 
proposed to build this project and they have not allocated a penny to 
flood control, where did you get this idea that this dam was going to 
benefit you by flood control? I think that comes as a complete sur- 
prise to even the Bureau people. 

Mr. Satmon. Would you look at the photograph I have on the last 
page! 

Mr. Sayvor. I looked at that photograph, but that doesn’t answer 
my question. I want to know where you got the idea of flood 
control. 

Mr. Satmon. That brings me to the point. You will see how near 
the level of the land the river is, and not only Burns Creek, but all 
the other dams above Burley, have a te ndency to lessen the danger of 
flood in our area. A 10-foot rise in the river right there would flood 
the city. 

Mr. Sartor. Does it not seem strange to you, Mayor, that if there 
was any possible flood control benefit that could come to Burley or 
anybody else on the Snake River from the erection of this Burns 
Creek project that the Bureau or the Army Engineers would have 
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taken it into consideration and charged off a portion of the cost of 
this to flood control as they are authorized by law to do? 

If it would have had the effect of saving a quart, they would do 
that. The reason I ask you is because we have had some other cages 
where there was very, very little evidence of any flood control benefit, 
and we found a pretty good-sized chunk charged off. 

Here is a project where the Bureau has not come in and charged 
anything to flood control. . 

Mr, Satmon, Sir, I did not indicate in my statement, I do not think. 
that any of the cost of the dam could be charged off. But it does 
give my particular city a little more assurance that we would be pro- 
tected from the danger of flood. 

Mr. Saywor. I wish I could follow you. I know that there are 
some people down at the Bureau who would love to be able to follow 
you. If they could follow you even a little bit, they would charge q 
portion of this cost, instead of charging it all to power, they would 
charge it to flood control, which was not reimbursable. 

They would do anything to try to make this a better project. 
Maybe you better confer with them. They might need you in the 
Bureau. 

Am I correct in your original statement that you said you get all 
of the power for your city from the Federal Government? 

Mr. Satmon. That is correct. 

Mr. Sartor. Am I correct in my understanding that you now have 
7,200 kilowatts for the summer and 9,300 kilowatts assigned to you in 
the winter? ; 

Mr. Satmon. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Sartor. And one of the reasons that you are back here is that 
several weeks ago your power use in the city consumed at the rate of 
7,000 kilowatts ? 

Mr. Satmon. That is right. 

Mr. Saytor. Mayor, let us just imagine that this project is not 
going to be built, that there is no more Federal power. Where will 
the city of Burley get its power? 

Mr. Satmon. We will have to seek elsewhere for power and get it 
wherever it is available. 

Mr. Sartor. Is there power available in that area to you? 

Mr. Satmon. There is probably power that would be available if 
we could afford it presently. 

Mr. Saytor. If you could not afford it, do you mean to tell me 
that the growth of this community is going to stop? 

Mr. Satmon. I hope not. 

Mr. Sartor. The Idaho Power Co. serves some other municipalities 
in the State of Idaho, does it not? 

Mr. Satmon. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Saytor. The Idaho Power Co. is under the jurisdiction of the 
Power Commission of the State of Idaho, is it not? 

Mr. Satmon. That is right. . 

Mr. Saytor. And its rates are regulated by a group of Idaho citi- 
zens, the same as you. People that operate the Public Power Con- 
mission in the State of Idaho are citizens of that State, are they not! 

‘Mr. Satmon. That is right. 
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Mr. Sartor. Have you ever heard it said that those people were 
opposed to the growth of Idaho? 

Mr. Satmon. No; I have not. 

Mr. Saytor. Have you ever heard it said that those people per- 
mitted the Idaho Power Co. or any other power company serving the 
needs of the people of Idaho to charge rates which are excessive ? 

Mr. Saumon. I think they are controlled by the Idaho Public Util- 
ities Commission on the rates that they charge. 

Mr. Sartor. And those rates will allow them to recover their in- 
vested capital, with a fair return on their money ? 

Mr. Satmon. I suppose so. 

Mr. Sayvor. And the Idaho Power Co. has never said to the city 
of Burley that if they made application for power they couldn’t get 
it at the rates established by the Public Utilities Commission of Idaho. 
have they ¢ 

Mr. Satmon. Not tomy knowledge. 

Mr. Sartor. Well, then, if this dam isn’t built and there is not a 
power shortage, you will get, your community will get, its power from 
one of those public utilities, is that correct, either that or build your 
own powerplant / 

Mr. Satmon. One or the other. 

Mr. Sartor. If my memory serves me correctly, some years ago 
you appeared before a committee which has been known or called in 
Congress the Chudoff committee, headed by a man who is now judge 
up in Philadelphia, Earl Chudoff. You appeared as a witness before 
that committee. 

Mr. Satmon. I remember that. 

Mr. Sartor. At the time you appeared before that committee, I 
think you made the statement that you felt that the Federal Govern- 
ment owed a duty to the people of Burley, Idaho, to supply them 
with all their needs, regardless of what they were; is that correct ? 

Mr. Satmon. As I recall it—that has been quite a few years ago— 
I think I made this observation: that inasmuch as the Federal Gov- 
ernment had been supplying the customers in that area for a period 
of more than 50 years, that they had also acquired an obligation. 

Mr. Sartor. To continue to supply the future needs, whatever they 
may be, of that city; isn’t that what you said? 

Mr. Satmon. It has been several years ago. I think I said it sim- 
ilar to what I just mentioned ; yes, sir. 

Mr, Sartor. Let me ask you this: Are you interested in just the 
Federal Government supplying that power, regardless of what it costs, 
or are you interested in the people of Burley having power supplied 
by the Federal Government ata price which will ane them to re- 
cover the amount. of money it takes to develop that power ? 

Mr. Satmon. I would like to go back to the beginning of my state- 
ment, if I can, sir. 

In the beginning, no private company wanted our business. They 
didn’t want to supply the city of Burley with power. Now that 
the system has been developed until it is a progressive, going system, 
then are we to understand that we cannot expect to have any more 
help from the Federal Government? That what was good a few 
years ago was no longer good ¢ 
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Mr. Sartor. The only answer to you, Mr. Mayor, is this: When q 
child is young and not able to help itself, its parent provides food, 
clothing, shelter , protection, guidance, and care. When a child grows 
up and becomes a m: in, unless it has some physical difficulties, I cap. 
not see why a father is supposed to continue to provide all of those 
things. 

You did not expect your father to do it. You went out on your 
own. Most every other child that I have known has done the same 
thing. We get to a situation where someone cannot help themselves 
and I can understand your philosophy. 

Mr. Satmon. We have not asked the Federal Government to give 
us anything. As I stated, the Minidoka Dam original cost has been 
repaid, so 1t hasn’t cost the Government anything in the long run, 
We are led to believe, and we do believe, that Burns C reek, inte- 
grated with Palisades, will do the same thing. It will be repaid, 
too. 

Mr. Sartor. We talk about the Burns Creek project alone, and the 
Bureau figures indicate that at 3 percent interest it will not come 
close to paying its own way if you sell the power at the Palisades 
direct; isn’t that correct ? 

Mr. Satmon. They don’t propose to operate Burns Creek singly, 

Mr. Sartor. The reason I ask you these questions is that one of 
the witnesses that preceded you said the “"y expected to get some pow- 
er from down in the Columbia basin, and the rates down there were 
a great deal lower. The reason they were going to be able to get 
it was that they began to put more power units on the line. 

I would like to read to you a statement from the Comptroller 
General of the United States dated December 14, 1959, addressed to 
the Honorable Wayne N. Aspinall, chairman of this committee. The 
second paragraph states this: 

The statement shows that the system sustained a net loss of $6,609,820 in 
fiscal 1959 as compared with a net loss in fiscal year 1958 of $2,949,501. The in- 
creased loss is entirely attributable to an increase in fiscal 1959 expenses with- 
out a proportionate increase in revenues from the sale of firm power, and toa 
considerable reduction in revenues in the sale of secondary power. The in- 
creased expenses were caused principally by the operation of new generating 
facilities added to the system. 

In other words, the Bonneville Power Co. downriver, from which 
a prior witness just said they expected to get some more cheap pow- 
er, during the last 2 years has operated at a loss of about $9.5 million 
because they have tried this integration business down there, and 
having one good dam and trying to tie a lot of bad ones to it. 

It reminds me very much, Mayor, of that age-old story of the 
firm that lost money on ev ery deal, but it was only the volume that 
kept them in business. 

The sale of power at less than cost even if you integrated, means 
that this Burns Creek Dam cannot pay out. So what. you have to 
do is to try and draw on a good project and take the revenues away 
from the irrigators. Isn’t that w hat you are doing ? 

Mr. Satmon. Not the way it has been explained to us, sir. 

Mr. Sartor. By whom? 

Mr. Sarmon. We have had many meetings out in our area. At some 
of the meetings the Bureau of Reclamation has been represented, and 
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at other meetings it has been the individual power users themselves. 
We have tried to inform ourselves as best we can. 

All the information that we have is to the effect that the two dams 
would be operated as a unit and would pay out the entire cost with 
interest. 

As I said, if that is true, and we believe it is true, it looks to me 
like that would be a good investment for the Federal Government or 
anyone else. : mee 

Mr. Sartor. Would you think it was a good investment to spend 
$49 million if by the expenditure of $3 million you could build a 
steamplant and produce the same amount of power ? 

Mr. Satmon. It is our understanding that steam generation is the 
most expensive way of generating electric energy there is today, and 
I think that steam generation has been curtailed somewhat in the area 
of late. 

Mr. Savior. Do you want to stand on that statement ? 

Mr. Satmon. I have been informed that that is the case. I do not 
have it in writing. 

Mr. Saytor. I will reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. Rocers. Mr. McGinley ? 

Mr. McGinty. I will reserve my time. 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Langen ? 

Mr. Lancen. No questions. 

Mr. Rocrers. I have just one question, Mr. Mayor. 

Is it your general philosophy that this project, as presented here, can 
be paid out under the general law applicable to the repayment of 
reclamation projects ? 

Mr. Satmon. It is my philosophy from the information I have that 
the project could be paid out in a period slightly over 50 years. I am 
not acquainted with the general reclamation laws enough to say 
whether it could be paid out under the general reclamation laws or 
not. 

Mr. Rocers. Would you subscribe to the proposition, Mr. Mayor, 
that if it was not so drawn at the present time, that the bili ought 
to be redrawn so that it would be in conformity with the general 
laws applicable to the repayment of reclamation projects and not be 
in the position of being an exception to the general laws? 

Mr. coe. I think that should be done. 

However, I am not acquainted with the general laws to discuss 
that properly. But if it could be paid in a period slightly over 50 
years, it seems to me to be a very good investment. 

Mr. Rocers. There is just one other thing that I want to touch 
on, Mr. Mayor. That is your statement on page 3. It says you are 
not asking for any Federal handouts. I think sometimes that leaves 
the wrong impression. 

I think that these projects that require Government help, whether 
this is the one or not—any of them that require Government help— 
that we do get in all phases of this a Federal handout in the difference 
i the interest costs, because there are not any of these projects that 
could be financed by the sale of bonds, I do not think, at less than 5 
percent now. So, actually, there is a handout in any of the projects, 
a Federal handout. 

51710—60-—_11 
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I think the record ought to be kept completely clear on those things 
because there has been some misunderstanding about this among the 
folks who are not in reclamation areas. 

Mr. Satmon. Probably I should have said that we do not expect a 
Federal gift, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rocers. Any more than would be applicable to any other proj- 
ect. of this kind. 

Mr. Satmon. I think that is all Ihave. 

Mr. Saylor has a question. 

Mr. Saytor. Mayor, in view of the long-term bonds which the 
Federal Government is now issuing and that they have a rate which 
is far in excess of 3 percent that was figured at the time this project 
was figured, would you be in favor of having this project financed go 
that it would pay the cost of the long-term bonds outstanding at the 
date it was authorized ? 

Mr. Satmon. At the lower rate of interest ? 

Mr. Sayvor. It isa higher rate of interest. 

Mr. Satmon. That would take longer to pay out the project if they 
have to pay a higher rate of interest. 

Mr. Sayvor. It might mean that you would have to pay more for 
your power, too. It very simply could be done that way. 

Mr. Sautmon. That could be so. 

As I said before, we don’t expect a gift. We are willing, and we 
hope able, to pay for what we get. 

Mr. Sartor. You see, the Government does not have any money, 
It has to go out and borrow the money to do this financing. I want 
to know if the people you represent are willing to pay the Government 
what it will cost the Government to be able to go out and borrow the 
money. 

Mr. Satmon. Yes, sir. We don’t expect the Government to give us 
the money to carry on affairs with. 

Mr. Sartor. If that were so and it increased the millage to 7 or 8 
mills per kilowatt, would you still be in favor of it ? 

Mr. Satmon. It would be still less than we could buy it from private 
industry for. 

Mr. Sartor. Of course, private industry has to pay a little tax out 
there. You do get some tax from it out there, do you? The State of 
Idaho gets some tax from the Idaho Power Co. ? 

Mr. Saumon. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Saywor. You do not get any tax from these dams ? 

Mr. Satmon. Not in the way of taxes, but we do get direct benefits 
that are equal to taxes. 

Mr. Sartor. Do you not get those same benefits from the installa- 
tions of the Idaho Power Co. ? 

Mr. Satmon. Inasmall degree, we would. 

Mr. Saytor. Why do you say ina small degree? 

The dams that are built are not quite as big, so you do not get quite 
as much, is that it ? 

Mr. Satmon. They get certain exemption, the same as individuals 
do, on the taxes they pay. 
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The communities where they are served by pr. ivate enterprise do 
not get near the tax revenue to operate their municipalities on that one 
would expect. 

Mr. Saytor. Would you repeat that ? 

Mr. Satmon. I say the revenue that they get in taxes is not nearly 
as great as some people would think it is. 

Vr. Saytor. Do you speak of that from your own personal knowl- 
edge ! 

Mr. Saumon. I speak of it from reports that I have observed, and 
talks that I have listened to from our neighboring communities there ; 
yes, sir. : 

Mr. Sartor. What communities are those / 

Mr. Saumon. Well, for instance, Twin Falls is 40 miles away. 
They do not have their own power distribution system. Jerome and 
well, several of the surrounding communities do not have their own 
power Sy stems. : i 

Mr. Sayvor. That is all. 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Mayor, would you loan me that slip you had a 
minute ago showing the power rates / 

Mr. Satmon. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rocrrs. Thank you very much for your testimony. 

Mr. Satmon. Mr. Chairman, I have with me a letter from the ¢ ity 
of Rupert that I would like to have placed in the record, and also one 
from the Chamber of Commerce of Burley, Idaho, if you please. 

Mr. Rocers. If you will submit those, Mr. Mayor, I will discuss 
them with the minority member. If they are appropriate for the 
record, they will be put in the record. If not, they will be retained in 
the file. 

(Subsequentally, the statements were approved for insertion in the 
record. ) 

BURLEY CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 


Burley, Idaho, February 11, 1906. 
Representative WAYNE N. ASPINALL, 


Chairman, House Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
Washington, D.C. 


DeaR Sir: Regarding the hearing on the proposed Burns Creek Dam, the 
Burley Chamber of Commerce wishes to go on record approving said dam for the 
following reasons: 

1, This area is dependent upon its water for irrigation of thousands of acres 
of desert land that have been brought under cultivation in the past 10 years with 
thousands more acres yet to be developed. 

As a result of this new productive land, we are experiencing an industrial 
growth that is causing large industries to investigate this particular part of the 
West in which to expand. 

. In addition to our dependence upon irrigation water, our next greatest need 
is ate energy. 

We feel that the construction of the Burns Creek Dam would enhance our 
irrigation and industrial development to such an extent that a stable economy for 
this part of Idaho would be assured. 

Aside from the above reasons, the fishing, wildlife, and recreational benefits 
would be phenomenal to the Snake River Valley. 


We sincerely appreciate the opportunity to express our views on this important 
matter. 


Very sincerely yours, 
AUSTIN WALLACE, 
President, Burley Chamber of Commerce. 
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City or Rupert, 
Rupert, Idaho, February 9, 1969. 
Hon. HAMER BUDGE, 
U.S. Representative, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. Bunce: The city of Rupert has for sometime been following, with 
interest, the bill to construct the Burns Creek Dam. As you are well aware, 
this dam is of vital interest to communities on the Snake River and our city, 
among others, will be affected by the construction of this proposed dam. 

The city of Rupert wishes to advise you that they are very definitely in fayor 
of this construction and feel that upon completion of the dam it would be of 
great benefit to the water users in Minidoka County. Of course, as a result. 
the city of Rupert, will benefit considerably from the same. In addition to this 
there is also the possibility of some additional power being produced, which 
this city has an interest in and uses. It is, therefore, our wish to make this 
letter a matter of record that the city of Rupert, through its mayor and coungij. 
men, are wholeheatedly in favor of the construction of the Burns Creek Dam. 

Sincerely yours, 
Ciry oF RUPERT, 
By: G. L. Acock, Mayor. 
I. MUNSON, 
W. L. HOLLENBECK, 
City Councilmen. 
WILLIAM T. GOODMAN, 
City Attorney. 

Mr. Satmon. Yes, sir. 

Could I make just one brief observation before I leave, sir? 

Mr. Rocers. Yes, sir; go right ahead. 

Mr. Satmon. I am a part owner and manager of a hardware, lum- 
ber, coal and grain business in Burley, Idaho. There has been some 
reference made to the coal industry and coal miners. This might be 
of interest to the committee and to them. 

This firm was established in 1913 and from that time on has been 
purchasing and shipping coal from Helper, Utah, to our city. Dur- 
ing the past 3 years there has been natural gas that has come into the 
area. As I have stated here, electric energy has expanded greatly. 
Notwithstanding these facts, our company is selling more coal today 
than we were last year. 

Mr. Rogers. Thank you, sir. 

The next witness is the Honorable W. J. O’Bryant, mayor of Idaho 


Falls, Idaho. 


STATEMENT OF W. J. 0’BRYANT, MAYOR, IDAHO FALLS, IDAHO, 
ACCOMPANIED BY MELVIN T. BAIRD, SUPERINTENDENT OF 
POWERPLANTS, IDAHO FALLS, IDAHO 


Mr. O’Bryant. Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, if 
it would not be objectionable, I would like to have Mr. Melvin T. 
Baird, our electrical plant superintendent, with me. Can he be per- 
mitted to come and sit with me? 

Mr. Rogers. Without objection he may sit with you, Mr. Mayor. 

Mr. Bairp. I am Melvin T. Baird, superintendent of powerplants 
for the city of Idaho Falls. 

Mr. O’Bryant. I have a statement, Mr. Chairman, which I would 
like to make. 
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My name is William J. O’Bryant. For 40 years I was associated 
with the beet sugar industry in the West and Middle West portions 
of the United States and western Canada. Since that time I have 
served as mayor of the city of Idaho Falls, Idaho. 7 

Having served for 12 years in the upper Snake River Valley with 
one of the major beet sugar companies, I am quite familiar with the 
need for supplemental water storage as insurance against water 
shortage for irrigation purposes during drought years. These 
drought ene ner existed in the past and undoubtedly will come 
again. There is evidence of the need for supplemental water stor- 
age in the area, in the fact that Palisades water was oversubscribed 
by 21-percent-plus, and a preliminary application, on the part of 
users, for irrigation water in the proposed Burns Creek project ex- 
ceeded the expected supply by better than 40 percent. _ 

My primary interest at this time, however, lies in the electrical 
power needs of the city of Idaho Falls. 

Our city has had a phenomenal growth since the last census was 
taken in 1950 of 19,500. A decade of growth since that time was 
instrumented principally through the choice made by the Atomic 
Energy Commission, of the area west of Idaho Falls for their reactor 
testing station, for the development of peacetime use of nuclear 

ower. While the 1960 census has not been taken as yet, it is the best 
judgment of all concerned that the present population count will 
reach, if not exceed, 30,000. 

We have a municipally owned and operated hydroelectric plant 
with a capacity of approximately 7,200 kilowatts. We have standby 
diesel generators of 2,400 kilowatts capacity which are not operated 
except at times when, if for any reason, the supplier of supplemental 
power should be unable to fully meet our needs. 

Up until October of 1959, the city had a contract with the U.S. 
Bureau of Reclamation for 16,000 kilowatts for summer use—May 
through September—and 18,000 kilowatts for winter months—Octo- 
ber through April. Through the distribution of an additional 30,000 
kilowatts, made available by USBR during the last year, this al- 
lotment was increased to 22,600 kilowatts for summer use and 30,900 
kilowatts for winter use. 

We have attached an analysis showing the actual increase per year 
in the consumption of electrical energy during the last 5 years. This 
analysis shows that the increase has amounted to 8 percent com- 
pounded annually. There is not anything in the picture to indicate 
that this increase will not continue along about the same lines except 
that Ricks College has bought 240 acres of real estate property for 
the purpose of moving into Idaho Falls. When this is done it 
should add very materially to the use of electrical energy. The 
analysis includes the anticipated increase from this source. 

The potato processing industry is growing by leaps and bounds. 
Expansion on the part of those companies already in the confines 
of the city could be another source of increased electrical energy. 

(Information referred to follows:) 
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PRESENT USBR ContTRACcT 

Demand, May to September inclusive, 22,600 kilowatts; demand, October to 
April, inclusive, 30,900 kilowatts. 

At existing growth rate, the city will exceed its present firm power commit- 
ment (from USBR): with Ricks College, late 1963; without Ricks College, 

te 1964. 
, RATE SCHEDULES 

"Oek. Gls” 


Demand : 
First 100 kilowatts, at $2 per kilowatt. 


Next 200 kilowatts at $1.90 per kilowatt. 
All over at $1.65 per kilowatt. 


Energy ° : - . . 
First 1 million kilowatts, at 6.5 mills per kilowatt-hour. 
All over at 5.4 mills per kilowatt-hour. 


“USBR” 
Demand: $0.75 per kilowatt. 
Bnergy : , ; ; 
First 250 hours times monthly billing demand at 3.5 mills per kilowatt-hour. 
All over at 3 mills per kilowatt-hour. 
Wheeling charge by U. P. & L.: 1 mill per kilowatt-hour. 

Mr. O’Bryant. During the course of a speaking appointment in our 
Idaho Falls Rotary Club last November 25, 1959, the Honorable Frank 
Church, U.S. Senator from Idaho, pointed up the fact that the Idaho 
Falls story should be published far and wide. That, contrary to 
what had been done in most other areas when a development such as 
that of the Atomic Energy Commission had come about, where the 
Federal Government had stepped in and provided the extra housing 
and services needed for the necessary expansion, Idaho Falls had met 
the issue unaided by Federal grants, and had kept pace with the needs 
of the extra thousands of new citizens. 

Gentlemen, we are proud of this achievement, but feel keenly that 
without the revenue from our municipally owned powerplant and the 
privilege we have of purchasing electrical energy, as one of the pre- 
ferred customers of the USBR, this could not have been done. 

In doing these things without aid, however, we have been compelled 
to use funds for other purposes which should have been expended for 
the modernization and expansion of our power system. Within a 
short time this will have to be done and unless we can continue to 
secure favorable electrical rates, the city will find itself in a difficult 
position. 

We feel strongly that because so much has been done to avoid Fed- 
eral expense that we should have some consideration in the use of the 
resources which are so close at hand. 

Without the Federal impact, our old system was adequate and we 
were able to provide for obsolescence. Whereas now, because of this 
expansion due to the Federal impact and the necessity of providing all 
necessary utility service, we have had to use our funds for these other 
services and are now faced with the necessity of modernization of our 
expanded system without the means at hand to do so. 

In view of the multiple uses which the Burns Creek project would 
serve, aS a necessary reregulating factor in the downstream flow of 
Snake River, as an integral part of the Palisades project in furnish- 
Ing a supplemental irrigation water supply, in supplying supplemental 
electrical energy for municipal use and for the pumping of water for 
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the irrigation of an approximate quarter million acres of farmland, 
the need of which was not anticipated at the time Palisades was de- 
veloped, we sincerely and respectfully recommend that favorable 
action be taken on this much needed project. 

Our tables support the statements we have made in the amount of 
growth that the city of Idaho Falls has had during the last 5 years 
and the projected estimates of energy required for the next following 
5 years. 

‘We are in a position at the present time where, in the event that 
Ricks College is built, and there is no reason for not believing that it 
will be, because the property has already been purchased ‘and the 
engineering work is underway for the erection of the buildings on 
the college campus, that our present supply, or our present allotment, 
would probably run out about 1963. 

In the event that they should, for some reason, not come in, it would 
probably run out about in 1964. 

Our reasoning and our belief in connection with Burns Creek, that 
it is just as much an integral part of Palisades as a child would be to 
its parents—because it should be a part of that project—is as fol- 
lows: A considerable amount has been said about the reregulating 
effects, and I think there is one point that has been overlooked. 

We know as it now stands during the irrigating season if Palisades 
were to operate those generators to their full capacity, it would increase 
the level of the Snake River between that point and the next reservoir 
to a point where it would endanger all the head gate structures of the 
canals between those two points. 

On the other hand, during that part of the day when the demand is 
low, in order to maintain a flow to support the irrigation and the gener- 
ators that lie below Palisades, it is necessary to run more water out 
of the reservoir than would be necessary if there was a reregulating 
reservoir below to catch the peak and level it off. So we are w: asting 
the resources of Snake River by operating as we are doing at the 
present time. We are running not enough water at one time and too 
much at another time during each day of its operation to give us the 
full benefit of the potential that is there. 

In our area we pretty well realize the value of water, and anything 
that is done to waste the resources that are so valuable to the area 
should be given consideration. 

Mr. Rocers. Do you know what your electric rates are, Mr. Mayor? 
Do you have a municipal system / 

Mr. O’Bryant. Yes. 

Mr. Rogers. Your residential rates, what are they ? 

Mr. O’Bryant. I will ask Mr. Baird to give those to you. 

Mr. Bairp. The first 100 kilowatts cost $3.40 and then it graduates. 

Mr. Rogers. You do not break that into two fifty ? 

Mr. Batirp. It is broken down 3.6 for the first 75, 2.7 for the next 
25, 1.8 for the next hundred. 

Mr. Rogers. What do you have to pay for that? 

Mr. Bairp. We are paying in the neighborhood now, with wheeling 
charges and all, of between 6 and 7 mills. 

Mr. Rogers. The gentlewoman from Idaho, Mrs. Pfost. 
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Mrs. Prost. I first want to commend Mayor O’Bryant for taking 
time from his busy schedule to come back here and testify for this 
worthy project. 

You presented a very fine statement, Mr. Mayor. 

I want to ask you w hether or not you feel that fluctuation of the river 
cuts your own power facilities. You have a powerplant of your own 
in the city, do you not? 

Mr. O’Bryant. That is right. 

Mrs. Prosr. If the volume were stabilized, would this step up the 
production of your own powerplant ? 

Mr. O’Bryant. It would. 

There are times when our pli int is unable to function at its utmost 
capacity because of the low river. With the reregulating factor, if we 
had a reregulated reservoir, it would stabilize the flow between the 
Palisades Reservoir and the American Falls Reservoir to a point 
where it would be a more continuous, stabilized flow. 

Mrs. Prost. Do you have any idea what additional power you would 
be able to derive from the regulated fiow of the river? 

Mr. O'Bryan. I} would like to pass that question to Mr. Baird. 

Mr. Barro. Well, there have been times this winter where we have 
been down as much as 1.500 to 2,000 kilowatts below our peak capacity. 

Mrs. Prosr. And you feel that if the flow of the river is regulated 
that this will give you the additional power which you have been 
short ¢ 

Mr. Barrp. I do, because I feel there has been some storage water 
in the Palisades Reservoir that we could have very easily used because 
they were holding it back up there. 

Mrs. Prost. If I understand you correctly, then, you are saying 
that Burns Creek would not only benefit the Palisades power pro- 
duction, but it would step up power production at other plants down- 
stream, such as yours in Idaho Falls ¢ 

Mr. Barro. It woul | somewhat; ves. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Rogers. The gentleman from Pennsylvania, Mr. Saylor. 

Mr. Saytor. Mr. Mayor, how far is it from the Palisades Reservoir 
to the site of the proposed Burns Creek Reservoir / 

Mr. O’Bryant. What was your question ? 

Mr. Sartor. How far is it from the site of the present Palisades 
Reservoir to the site of the proposed Burns Creek Reservoir ? 

Mr. O’Bryanr. Approximately 30 miles, I think. 

Mr. Sartor. How far is it from the site of the proposed Burns 
Creek Reservoir to the American Falls Reservoir ? 

Mr. O’Bryant. From Burns Creek to American Falls? 

It is between about 40 and 50 miles. 

Mr. Sartor. Where on the Snake River do you have the facilities 
which divert the water to your powerplant ? 

Mr. O’Bryanv. Right in the city of Idaho Falls. 

Mr. Saytor. For the purpose of the record, is that above the Amer- 
ican Falls or below American Falls? 


Mr. O’Bryanv. It is above American Falls, between Palisades and 
American Falls. 

Mr. Sartor. How far above the American Falls Reservoir? 

Mr. O’Bryanr. About 25 miles, approximately. 
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Mr. Sartor. So that the site of your proposed reservoir would be 
approximately 15 miles below Burns Creek, the proposed Burns Creek 
Reservoir ? 

Mr. O’Bryant. Nearer 20, I would say. 

Mr. Sartor. Mr. Mayor, had you appeared here and testified with 
regard to the original proposal of the Bureau of Reclamation to 
build a reregulating reservoir, I would have been tremendously jn. 
pressed by your testimony, because of the fact that what you are talk. 
ing about is what the Bureau of Reclamation originally proposed, 
But I would like to have you tell me, or your engineer, Mr. Baird, 
tell me, how the installation of the power facilities which they pro- 
pose to put in this Burns Creek Reservoir are going to help you in 
the process of reregulating the reservoir, either your water supply 
or the Palisades. { 

Mr. O’Bryant. The installation of power, unless it were installed, 
would certainly not meet the full potential of the development there, 

Mr. Sartor. That is not what I asked you, Mayor. I asked you 
how the installation of power facilities are going to help you re. 
regulate the flow of this river. 

Mr. O’Bryant. The installation of electrical generators there js 
not going to reregulate the flow in the river. That is true. But then 
that water is going to be going through there anyway, and we just as 
well make use of it while it 1s there. There is a need for it. 

All of the energy that will be produced from the Burns Creek 
installation, provided it is put in, will be used without encroaching 
upon any private enterprise. 

Mr. Sayior. Mr. Mayor, I have not asked you that point. 

Your testimony is based upon the fact that the installation of the 
Burns Creek Reservoir will constitute a reregulation of the Snake 
River. 

Mr. O’Bryant. Is that all I spoke about, Mr. Saylor? I men- 
tioned a half dozen different things that it would do. 

Mr. Sartor. Mr. Mayor, you have not answered the principal 
reason that you said you wanted it. 

Mr. O’Bryant. I said here my primary interest at this time, how- 
ever, was in the electrical power needs of the city of Idaho Falls, 
didn’t I? 

Mrs. Prost. Would the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Sartor. No, I will not yield at this point. 

I want to find out from the mayor where he is going to get reregu- 
lating of the river by the building of this dam and the installation 
of the power facilities. 

Both you and your immediate predecessor specified this fact. I 
want to find out where it is. 

Mr. O’Bryant. By reregulating the flow or letting the flow out on 
a more regulated manner than can be done from Palisades if you are 
going to get the maximum potential out of Palisades. 

Mr. Saytor. How are you going to reregulate it so it will affect 
you down below ? 

These are words up until now, Mayor. You haven’t told us how 
you are going to operate the reservoir. 

Mr. O’Bryant. All right. I will try to explain it again. I thought 
Thad. 
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But in a day’s operation of a powerplant, there are peak demands 
and there is a low ebb, an area at night when there is very little 
power used. 

Mr. Sayvor. That is nothing new or startling. 

Mr. O’Bryant. Certainly not, but that is the question you asked 
me. Wasn’t it? 

My only explanation of it ¢ ell, if I could graph on the 
wall, I would show you a line going sine at about the av erage, then 
going up to a pe sak and then coming back down to the line, which, if 
the two ends would join together, would constitute a 24- hour use of 
electrical energy. If they allow enough water through the generators 
to produce the maximum that the generators are apable of produc- 
ing, we are going to let more water ‘duri ing that time of the day down 
the river than has been running normally, and it is going to affect the 
headgates of every irrigation canal that there is between those two 
reservoirs. 

That constitutes the entire Upper Snake River Valley. 

Coming to the low ebb, if that could have been operated to its fullest 
capacity during the peak period, there would have been enough water 
stored in the reregul: ating reservoir to have allowed enough dow n dur- 
ing the low ebb area of the d: ay to have oper rated the generators and to 
have taken care of the irrigation that is being ¢c arried on between the 
two reservoirs. 

But I am sure we have to cut off before we have reached that peak 
and have sacrificed electrical energy. Then we have had to run more 
water down the river than would have been necessary had we had 
this extra water in the reregulating reservoir to have kept a normal 
flow. 

Do I make my point clear? 

Mr. Sartor. No. 

Mr. O'Bryan. I may have to get a blackboard. 

Mr. Sartor. I want to ask how much water you expect to have as 
a constant flow below Burns Creek ? 

Mr. O’Bryant. Whatever is required to keep the irrigation needs 
taken care of and to care for the generation. 

Mr. Sartor. Do you expect it to be operated 24 hours a day? 

Mr. O’Bryant. Surely. They irrigate 24 hours a day and there 
are these genel oo 

Mr. Saytor. I did not ask you what you were irrigating. I want to 
know what the flow from the dams would be. 

Mr. O’Bryant. I am not enough of an engineer to tell you what the 
dams will flow. 

Mr. Saytor. I want to know if it will be uniform all day long. 

Mr. O’Bryanv. There will yrobably be some fluctuation, but then 
it will be regulated to picbabiy the same point as now. But you 
would be saving water in so doing and increasing the amount of elec- 
trical energy produced at the Palisades. 

Mr. SAYLOR. Then what you are really telling us is that the pro- 
gram that the Bureau proposed isn’t quite complete and come back 
here and ask what they did in the first place, to put a reregulating 
reservoir below Burns Creek. 

Mr. O’Bryanr. I think they probably would have done that, ex- 
cept that I think there probably wasn’t as great a need for it at the 
time as there is now, because of the tremendous amount of pump ir- 
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rigation that is being done down the valley, particularly in the lower 
valley, where this current is used. 

Mr. Saytor. Are you familiar with the man who was the water 
master for a good many years ? 

Mr. O’Bryant. Yes, sir; I live in the same town as he does. 

Mr. Sayror. Mr. Lynn Crandall ? 

Mr. O’Bryant. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Sartor. You know, Mr. Crandall came in here last year and 
said that the reason that the Bureau did not ask for a reregulating 
reservoir when they built it originally was that, in his opinion, it was 
too big a bite and C ongress would not have built the P alisades. 

Mr. O’Bryanv. I didn’t give you that answer, did I? 

Mr. Sartor. 1 did not say you did. Mr. Crandall, who I think 
knows a little more about the river than any other person out there, 
made that statement. 

Mr. O’Bryan'r. He probably knows a good deal more about it than 
I do, I will gr: 7 that. But I don’t believe he fully meant that. 

Mr. Sartor. I do not know whether he fully meant it or not. but 
that is what he said. He came back here and testified back in 1949, 
testifying with regard to this original project. 

Very frankly, in my opinion, that was one of the real reasons why 
that project was authorized. 

Mr. O’Bryant. Your Honor, I am not trying to put words in any- 
one else’s mouth. Probably Lynn would say the same thing, again, 
as he did before. I am just saying that I don’t feel that that would 
be my reason if I were giving a reason. I feel that there has been a 
considerable number of years passed since the project was initiated, 
and that there are probably reasons now that they didn’t have it at 
that, time; that is, reasons that are more apparent now than they 
were at that time. 

Mr. Sartor. Does your city get all of its power needs from your 
own plant and from the Bureau of Reclamation ? 

Mr. O’Bryant. Weare at the present time. 

As I explained before, if our figures are projected correctly, we 
will be taken care of, if the college i is built, until about 1963, and if 
it isn’t, until about 1964, without any supplemental power. 

Mr. Sartor. And are there power facilities in the neighborhood 
available to your city to supply any increased needs that you have 
if this project is not built? 

Mr. O’Bryant. We have a supplemental power contract with the 
Utah Power & Light Co. at the present time to take care of anything 
we might need over and above what our Federal allotment is, but at 
a tremendously higher rate. 

Mr. Saytor. I will ask you the question I asked your immediate 
predecessor. 

The rates of that power company are regulated by the Public 
Utility Commission of the State of Idaho? 

Mr. O’Bryant. That is true. 

But in my way of thinking, I think something has been overlooked 
there that probably should be looked into. That would be a whole- 
sale rate on power. There is no different rate to a city than there is 
to an individual, under this setup. 





Mr. 
may0! 
Mr. 
Mr. 
the g1 
Mr 
do: tl 
Mr 
bette 
your 
* Mr 
it, IST 
Mi 
De 
yeOp) 
ME 
asm 
woul 
of th 
It 
unle 
Ir 
dam 
bro 
O 
me, 
as I 
side 
to ¢ 
will 
esti 
Wwol 
7 
this 
Hu 
tha 
of 


use 


wi 
ing 
Oo” 
the 
lin 


19 
to 
ju 


tr 
of 





er 


Ig 


as 


ir 


BURNS CREEK PROJECT, IDAHO 171 


Mr. Sartor. Let me ask you, Mayor: How long have you been 
mayor of your city / 

Mr, O’Bryant. Seven and a half months, sir. 

Mr. Sartor. You have hardly had time, then, to get your feet on 
the ground. 

Mr. O’Bryant. That is the reason I don’t know any more than I 
do: that is right. 

Mr. Sartor. I should recommend, if that is your feeling, that you 
better take it up with the Governor and the power commission of 
your State and find out if there is something wrong. 

* Mr. O’Bryant. That is right; that is the democratic way of doing 
it, isn’t it ¢ 

Mr. Saywor. That is right. 

Do you feel that the Federal Government owes a utility duty to the 
people that live in your city ? . 

Mr. O'Bryan. I do not, no. But I feel this way: I fe«l that, in- 
asmuch as we have a natural resource there that can be dev eloped, we 
would certainly be remiss in not developing it, to take full advantage 
of the potential that is there. 

[t will be an economic loss to the entire Northwest and to the Nation 
unless it is done. 

In this particular case, that can be put in at the same time that a 
dam will be put in, and it will be paid back. It has already been 
brought out that it will be a loan, because there will be no loss on it. 

On the question that was asked before, which you will probably ask 
me, about whether we would be willing to pay a higher rate of interest, 
as Representative Budge said this morning, this should not be con- 
sidered any differently than any other project, and if you are going 
to charge a higher rate of interest to any other projects we would be 
willing to assume a higher rate. But it is an integral part, in my 
estimation, of the reclamation project, and whatever is done there 
would need to be done elsewhere. 

This is not the first dam that has been built for power. Part of 
this is power, of course, but you have other projects. You have the 
Hungry Horse project in Montana. You havea project in California 
that was put in down there. I understand that in 15 or 20 years part 
of that water will be used for irrigation; in the meantime, it is all 
used for power. 

The 100,000 acre-feet here is going to be used for irrigation to start 
with. The generation will come from those generators which, accord- 
ing to the amendment that was put in by Senator Church and Senator 
0’ "Mahoney, those generators would be installed as the need came for 
them. It would be anticipated that the last one would come on the 
line about 1969. 

Under our present rate of growth, by 12 years from 1964, about 
1976, we would have outgrown whatever new allotment would come 
tous from Burns Creek, in the event it were installed. 

Mr. Sartor. I will yield to the gentleman from Florida. 

Mr. Harey. Mr. Mayor, I am quite interested in the statement you 
just made. 

Do you believe, Mr. Mayor, that the people in your part of the coun- 


try who borrow money from the Treasur y should pay the going rate 
of interest 2 
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Mr. O’Bryant. Would you restate that? 

Mr. Hatey. I asked, do you believe that the people of your part of 
the country, in borrowing money for these projects, should pay the 
going rate of interest that the Treasury must pay when they borrow 
money ¢ 

Mr. O’Bryant. I feel that our district should be treated the same 
as any other district and every other district should be treated the 
same as ours. 

Mr. Harry. That is not the question I asked you. 

Do you believe that the people of some other part of the country 
should be picking up 2 percent of the tab over a long period of time 
in order to bring in projects in your country at a cost to the other tax- 
payers of this Nation? 

Mr. O’Brrant. If they are going to do it in other States, yes. If 
not, no. 

Mr. Harry. Would you be willing to pay the going rate of interest? 

Mr. O’Bryant. I think that we would, in the event we were treated 
the same as everyone else, if there was no discrimination made, yes. 

Mr. Hater. I am intrigued about this reregulating proposition. 

Could you build, Mr. Mayor, a reregulating dam down there to 
supply this water for about 4 or 5 miles beyond ? 

Nbr O’Bryant. The figure that I have seen would run about $9 
million, if there were nothing else done except to build a reregulat- 
ing reservoir. 

Mr. Hatey. Let us take your figures, then. 

The project now is supposed to cost—and we have found that the 
amount 2ctually involved exceeds that by about 50 percent—$50 mil- 
lion, and you say the thing could be built for $9 million. Would 
that not solve your irrigation problem ? 

Mr. O’Bryant. It would not solve the problem of doubling the 
output of our present plant. 

I think evidence has already been shown that the Burns Creek 
would be an integral part of Palisades and would step it up to 
2,149,000 as against the 1,147,000 as it is. 

Mr. Hatry. In other words, Burns Creek is a part of this entire 
Palisades picture ? 

Mr. O’Bryant. That is right. 

In my estimation, it cannot be separated. 

Mr. Hatey. If that is true, do you have any idea why this Burns 
Creek was not presented as a project as a whole? 

Mr. O’Bryant. The answer I gave Mr. Saylor a few minutes ago 
was that I don’t think that the need for it was as keenly apparent at 
the time it was first proposed—as Palisades was first proposed—as 
it is now. 

Mr. Harry. Mr. Mayor, have you a critical shortage of power in 
this area ? 

Mr. O’Bryant. I think we are going to run short of power before 
there is more on the line. 

I will say that at a rate that would be one and a half, at least, of 
what we are paying at the present time, we could probably get more 
power; yes. 

Mr. Hatey. Let me read you a quotation and ask you if you agree 
or disagree with it. 








In co 
irrigati 
might t 
$50 mill 

Wo 

Mr. 
I thin} 

Mr. 
mind, 
tion pl 

If y 
could 
water, 

It is 
as pow 

Mr. 
first. sé 
if I an 
sades ° 
take 3 
who ne¢ 
times — 
to be p 

The 
voir. 
percen 
area t! 
made - 
not su 
percen 

The 
was e) 
scribec 
that w 

Mr. 
and I 
gress - 
the ri: 
cost a. 

My 
this p 
now— 
us a b 
tough 
have 

Mr. 
one m 

Mr. 
shoule 
that y 

Wit 
Amer 
we ge 


. 
‘ 





BURNS CREEK PROJECT, IDAHO 173 


In contrast, the Burns Creek project does not bring 1 new acre of land under 
irrigation, and merely provides 100,000 acre-feet of supplementary storage which 
might be needed two or three times in 50 years at an estimated cost of $49 to 
$50 million. 

Would you agree with that statement ? 

Mr. O’Bryant. No; I would not agree with that entirely, because 
I think the need will come oftener than that. 

Mr. Hater. Mr. Mayor, in thinking, I just cannot get through my 
mind, where you are allocating only 1.7 percent, that this is an irriga- 
tion problem. ab 2 uly ’ 

If you have an irrigation problem, that is one thing, but if you 
could build a dam at a small fraction of this cost, and you need the 
water, that, I think, would be feasible. 

It is admitted that there is no shortage at the present time insofar 
as power is concerned. You will admit that, will you not? 

Mr. O’Bryant. If you will remember, I think when this thing was 
first set up—the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation people can correct. me 
if lam wrong, or you may be in a position to do so—at the time Pali- 
sades was first contemplated, it was thought that it would probably 
take 3 years of normal years in the area to fill it, and that those people 
who needed water out of the Palisades should contemplate about three 
times what they would actually use, actually have to have, in order 
to be protected. 

The history of the area is that it would take 3 years to fill the reser- 
voir. On that basis there was 21 percent plus, something over 21 
percent, that was oversubscribed. I represented a company in the 
area that had land to irrigate and I know the application that we 
made for water for that land was reduced about 2114 percent. I am 
not sure of the fraction, but it was somewhere between 21 and 22 
percent. : See 

Then when they asked for a preliminary application on that, that 
was exceeded about 40 percent. That is, 100,000 acre-feet was sub- 
scribed to the tune of about 140,000. So there evidently is need for 
that water in there or they would not have made such applications. 

Mr. Harry. I am not in a position to question the water situation, 
and I am not questioning that. I am just wondering why this Con- 
gress is now asked to expend $50 million on a project to reregulate 
the river when they could do it with a dam down there that would 
cost a great deal less. 

My own opinion is that when the Bureau of Reclamation brought 
this project here in the first instance—I am talking about Palisades 
now—they did not tie Burns Creek to it because they wanted to sell 
us a bill of goods, so to speak. Palisades might have had just a little 
tougher going if you had attached this project onto it, and it would 
have shown that it was not as feasible as they made Palisades. 

Mr. O’Bryant. Well, that was just according to the statement of 
one man, wasn’t it? I don’t think that feeling was general. 

Mr. Harry. I fail to see, Mr. Mayor, where people of the country 
should further subsidize at tremendous expense something out there 
that you really do not need, when you could do with a great deal less. 

With the position of the Federal Treasury today, I think that all 
American people ought to begin to look around and say, “What can 
we get by with at the moment? What is the No. 1 thing?” 

51710—60——12 
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Do you not agree with that? 

Mr. 0” BRYANT. Providing it wouldn’t hurt an area to do that. 

Here is another evidence » of the validity of this thing, and that; is 
that the Bureau of Reclamation recommended and has the recom- 
mendation and approval of the Bureau of the Budget, and it yp. 
cloubtedly must comply with the laws and regulations ‘of reclamation, 

Pet ‘sonally, I can’t see 

Mr. Harry. Mr. Mayor, I do not want to be argumentative about 
the thing. I know you have no more control over the Burean of 
Reclamation than I have. But it just seems seems to me that the 
Bureau never comes up with a project of $25 or $50 million, and it 
seems that there are a lot of smaller projects that ‘eed be given at- 
tention to at this particular time, to do a job that is needed to be done, 
without these huge expenditi ires of money. 

It seems to me, Mr. Chairman, that we never come up here with 
the smaller projects. 

I might say to the Bureau while they are here that I think probably 
that is some of the best money you spent, that spent in the smaller 
projects. If you get back to what the bill and the law origin: lly in- 
tended, I think you will have a better atmosphere. 

I thank the gentlem: an from Pennsylvania for y ielding. 

Mr. O’Bryant. I have an editorial that appe: ared in our Post Reg- 
ister, our local newspaper, that is not too long. Would you like me 
to take time to read that or would you rather I ‘submit it as testimony! 

Mr. Rogers. If it is an editorial out of a newspaper, Mr. Mayor, I 
think the proper place for it would be in the file. If you want to sub. 
mit it for that purpose, we will be glad to receive it. 

Mr. O’Bryant. All right. 

I have a telegram from our local chamber of commerce, which says: 





The Idaho Falls Chamber of Commerce requests that you represent us as well 
as the city of Idaho Falls at the hearing on the Burns Creek measure. We are 
familiar with the testimony you will give and adopt it as expressing our ow 
views. We urge passage of the Burns Creek bill during the current session of 
Congress. 

Mr. Rocers. Do you have anything more ? 

Mr. Sartor. Not at this moment. 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Haley? 

Mr. Hatery. I will yield to the gentle lady after I make this com- 
ment, or this statement : 

Your telegram, Mr. Mayor, from the chamber of commerce would 
be just about what you would normally expect from a chamber of 
commerce. The only thing that rather frustrates me sometimes is 
that supposing the chamber of commerce continues to carry the 
torch nationally, statewise, and locally to reduce taxes and reduce 
the expenditures of the Federal Government, cut down the budget, 
I wonder how they expect us to do these things when they continue, 
every time a project affecting a eee locality comes up, to be 
usually the first to think it isa fine project. But if we raise the budget 
a little bit, they are the people who want us to reduce. 

I yield tothe gentle lady. 

Mrs. Prosr. Thank you very much, Mr. Haley. 

[ was seeking recognition to clear up something which I thought 
our colleague from Pennsylvania might not be aware of unless he has 
visited Idaho Falls. 





M 
come 
M 
M 
falls 
-_ 
Tot 
; M 
M 
M 
M 
droy 
M 
M 
the 
it. 
M 
fa lls 
thro 
M 
abo 
fall: 
M 
our: 
M 
hav 
one 
und 
M 
ing 
M 
M 
frot 
in t] 
M 
M 
N 
N 
nati 
N 








m- 
Mn- 
On, 


nut 
of 
the 
it 
at- 
Ne, 


ith 
bly 


ler 
in- 


Bo 
me 
\y 


ib- 


vell 
are 


of 


1ce 
el, 
ue, 


rel 


rht 
vas 





BURNS CREEK PROJECT, IDAHO 175 





Mr. Mayor, my understanding is that the name of Idaho Falls 
comes from the natural falls in the Snake River; is that true? 

Mr. O’Bryant. That is correct. 

Mrs. Prost. And your power production is supplied from a natural 
falls that exists in the river and, therefore, should there be a greater 
and firmer flow of water over a period of time, that your own power 
production would be stepped up; is that right / 

Mr. O’Bryant. That is right. 

Mr. Sayvor. Mr. C hairman. 

Mr. Haxey. I will yield. 

Mr. Saytor. You take the water out above the falls, don’t you, and 
drop it down ‘ 

Mr. Barrp. Yes. 

Mr. Sayvor. They do not take the water over the falls? You take 
the water out from above the falls, do you not? I was there and saw 
it. 

Mr. Barro. We have a diversion canal taking out of both of the 
falls. There is some that goes over the falls, but most of it goes 
through our plant. 

Mr. Sartor. The water that operates your turbines you take out 
above the falls, convert it and drop it through from the height of the 
falls ? 

Mr. Barro. That is right. That is where we get our head to run 
our machines, from the falls. 

Mr. Chairman, there is one point we have not brought out. We 
have three powerplants at Idaho Falls, one 5 miles up the river and 
one 2 miles down the river from Idaho Falls. But they all operate 
under the same principle. 

Mrs. Prost. It is a falling water production rather than impound- 
ing water behind a dam; is it not / 

Mr. Barrp. They are what they call run-of-the stream powerplants. 

Mrs. Prost. That is the point I was not sure whether the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania was familiar with the tremendous fall in the river 
in the vicinity of Idaho Falls. 

Mr. Rocers. The gentleman from Colorado, Mr. Chenoweth. 

Mr. Cuenoweru. Is Burns Creek to bea reservoir dam, Mr. Mayor? 

Mr. O’Bryant. Yes. 

Mr. Curowreru. The gentle lady from Idaho said this was on the 
natural fall of the river. I did not get the location of Burns Creek. 

Mr. O’Bryant. Burns Creek is about 20 miles above Idaho Falls 
on the river. 

Mr. CuEnowetn. You do not have a natural fall there, then ? 

Mr. O’Bryant. Not at that point, no. A dam would have to be 
put in to impound about 234,000 acre-feet, as I understand it. 

Mr. Cuenowetn. In Burns Creek? 

Mr. O’Bryant. Yes. 

Mr. Cuenowetn. What is your capacity at Palisades? 

Mr. O’Bryant. The capacity of Palisades is—I should be able to 
answer that. 

Mr. Cuenowern. In comparison to Burns Creek, is it larger or 
smaller ? 

Mr. O’Bryanr. It is larger. 

Mr. Curnowern. Considerably larger? 
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Mr. O’Bryant. Yes. The total impounded water in Burns Creek 
would be about 234,000. I should be able to tell you to the foot what 
the other is. We have reclamation people here who can tell you, 

Mr. Cuenowetu. Is it twice as much at Palisades? 

Mr. O’Bryant. Yes, it is more than that. 

Mr. Crenowetn. More than twice as large ? 

Mr. O’Bryant. Yes. It is several times the capacity. It is 1,400, 
000 acre-feet. 

Mr. CurenowetH. This would be a comparatively small project 
compared to Palisades ? 

Mr. O’Bryant. Yes. 

Mr. Cuenowetu. Was Burns Creek an issue in the Palisades legis. 
lation ? E 

Mr. O’Bryanv. No, I think not. 

Mr. CyuEenowetH. Considerable mention has been made of the 
matter here today, that you took Palisades, but the Bureau did not 
want to say anything about Burns Creek for fear you would lose 
Palisades. What is that all about? 

Mr. O’Bryanv. I don’t know anything about that. That never en- 
tered into my calculations on it at all. 

Mr. CHenowetH. When was Burns Creek first mentioned? When 
was the project originated or when was it first discussed ? 

Mr. O’Bryant. It has been for a number of years now in our area, 
since the beginning of the construction of the Palisades Reservoir. 

Mr. Cuenowetu. Is Palisades completed now / 

Mr. O’Bryant. Yes. 

Mr. CurenowrerH. When was it completed ? 

Mr. O’Bryant. A little over a year ago. 

Mr. Cuenowern. Was the agitation for Burns Creek started before 
Palisades was completed ? 

Mr. O’Bryant. Yes, in our area. 

Mr. CuenowetH. Would you say that the two were more or less 
an integrated project and should have gone along together ? 

Mr. O’Bryant. At this time, yes. But it had not been suggested 
at the earlier time, no. 

Mr. CuenowetH. Would you say a mistake was made when the two 
projects were not constructed at the same time ? 

Mr. O’Bryanv. I say now it would be fine if it could have been, but 
I also feel that there wasn’t as great a need for it then and that is 
why it wasn’t included. 

Mr. CuEenowetH. What is your principal reason for this project! 

Mr. O’Bryant. The principal reason in my thinking is the amount 
of pump irrigation, requiring electricity for pumping downstream. 

Mr. Chanteainves. Some mention was made this morning that the 
farmers could not afford to pump and pay the rates which they now 
have to pay; is that correct? 

Mr. O’Bryant. I think in some areas it is very true. 

Mr. CurenowetH. What is the rate you have to pay ? 

We do considerable pumping in Colorado. Gur people pay the 
regular, going rate. 

Mr. O’Bryant. I don’t know what the rate is for pumping. | 
know about what the difference in the rate would be as far as our city 
electricity is concerned. 
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Mr. Cuenoweru. If Burns Creek should not be constructed, will 
these people continue to pump or will they abandon their farms? 

Mr. O’Bryant. I think some of them that are using private power 
will continue on, because they are growing potatoes, high-priced 
crops, that may keep them in the picture. 

Mr CuENowETH. Will there be new acreage brought under culti- 
vation if this project is constructed ? 

Mr. O’Bryant. Not too much new acreage. It will be more or less 
sup lementing the acreage now in. ' 

Mr. CHenowerH. Do you mean after the completion of Palisades 
you are still short of water for the lands under the Palisades project? 
“ Mr. O’Bryant. The evidence I think is there, that the amount of 
water that will be in Burns Creek has been oversubscribed by 40 
percent. : 

Mr. CHenowetH. Has all the Palisades water been used or 
purchased # . 

Mr. O’Bryanv. It has all been purchased and paid for. Those who 
have applied for the Burns Creek water will pay for it the minute 
they have an opportunity to. 

Mr. CuenowetH. The same people who purchased the Palisades 
water now want to purchase the Burns Creek water ? 

Mr. O’Bryant. Largely so. 

Mr. CuenowertH. There will not be very many new purchasers? 

Mr. O’Bryant. I don’t think very many. I think most of them will 
be supplemental to the acreage now irrigated. 

Mr. CuEenowetu. Is Palisades filled every year? 

Mr. O’Brrant. It filled this year. Of course, this is the first 
year it has had an opportunity to completely fill. 
~ Mr. Cuenowernu. It was filled this year? 

Mr. O’Bryant. In 1959. Iam not thinking of 1960. 

Mr. CHenowetH. But last year? 

Mr. O’Bryant. Last year, yes. 

Mr. CuenowetH. What did you say the capacity was? 

Mr. O’Bryant. 1,400,000 acre-feet, yes. 

Mr. Cuenowete. That is a pretty sizable irrigation project. 

Mr. O’Bryant. Yes. 

Mr. CuenowetH. And you are still short of water, you say? 

Mr. O’Bryant. Well, it was drawn down considerably during the 
irrigating season. 

Mr. CuenowetH. Do you use all of this water during the irrigation 
season ¢ 

Mr. O’Bryant. It wasn’t completely emptied this year, it wasn’t 
drawn clear down. But I am not in a position to tell you to what 
extent it was. 

Mr. Cuenowetu. Did you lose any crops this year because of lack 
of water? 

Mr. O’Bryant. We didn’t this year. This year and last year both, 
we would have lost the crops had it not been for Palisades. 

_Mr. Cuenowern. I mean with the Palisades project in operation. 
You now have sufficient water to insure a crop? 

_Mr. O’Bryant. We have had for the last 2 years. But if we con- 

tinue with the trend that we have right now, we only have about 50 
percent of the snow coverage in our watersheds that we normally have 
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if we should go on that way, we could very easily be short of water 
in another 2 years. 

Mr. CuenowernH. You are not sure that you can fill Palisades e very 
year ¢ 

Mr. O’Bryant. No. 

Mr. CuenowetH. That is all, Mr. Chairman. Thank you. 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. McGinley ? 

Mr. McGrntey. No questions. 

Mr. Rocers. Mr. Langen ? 

Mr. Lancen. No questions. 

Mr. Rocers. Mr. Burdick? 

Mr. Burpick. You said you had a contract with the Bureau. What 
is the power rate with the Bureau ¢ 

Mr. O’Bryant. According to the rate schedule we have here, the 
demand is 0.75 per kilowatt, 75 cents per kilowatt, plus first 259 
kilowatt-hours, monthly billing, at 314 mills per kilows att-hour, and 
all over that amount at 3 mills per kilowatt-hour. W heeling charge 
by Utah Power & Light Co. at 1 mill per kilowatt-hour. 


Mr. Burpicx. You have a contract with the Utah Power & Light 
Co. ? 


Mr. O’Bryant. Yes. 

Mr. Burpick. What is the power rate there ? 

Mr. O’Bryant. That first 100 kilowatts at $2, the next 200 at $1.90, 
all over at $1.65. That isthe demand. 

The energy is the first 1 million kilowatt-hours at 614, all ove 
5.4 mills per kilowatt-hour. 

Mr. Burpick. That isall. Thank you. 

Mr. Rocers. Thank you very muc h. Mr. M: ayor. 


In view of the time situation, I think the proponents now desire 
to have Mr. Trommershausen testify. 


at this time of the year, and if we would have 1 or 2 years like that, 


r at 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM E. TROMMERSHAUSEN OF R. W. BECK & 
ASSOCIATES 


Mr. Trommersnavusen. Mr. Chairman and members of the com- 
mittee, it is a privilege to appear before this committee again and dis- 
cuss reclamation problems. I will do my best to try to simplify some 
of the problems that have been seemingly complex. 

Mr. Rocers. You may proceed. 

Mr. TromMersHAUSEN. My name is William E. Trommershausen. 
I am a partner and an executive engineer of R. W. Beck & Associates, 
utility analysts and engineers, with offices in Columbus, Nebr., and 
Seattle, Wash. 

Our firm has been employed by the Snake River Power Association 
since February 1957 to make power supply studies and analyze certain 
of their contractual matters. This association is composed of REA 
financed cooperatives, mutual companies, and municipal systems in 
southern Idaho. 


PREVIOUS STUDIES FOR THE SNAKE RIVER POWER ASSOCIATION 


The loads of the members of this association have historically grown 
faster than their estimates and since the close of World War ITI the 
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Bureau of Reclamation—called Bureau—has been continually adjust- 
ing its power supply arrangements to meet the increasing demands, 

One recent arrangement of the sureau was a partial integration by 
the Bureau of the Boise and Minidoka projects with the system of 
the Idaho Power Co. This arrangement ran into difficulty with a 
poor water condition in 1955 and 1956, with the result that the Bu- 
reau had to buy back some power from the Idaho Power Co. and 
apply au surcharge to the sales to the preference customers. 

At this time, we were employed to see what other arrangements 
could be made to increase the power supply from the Bureau system 
to the preference customers. — Particularly, the association desired to 
investigate the availability of seasonal or summer firm energy to meet 
the rapidly increasing irrigation pumping load. 

The results of our study were set forth in a report dated October 
93.1957. If the committee desires, this report can be filed for ref- 
erence only. In connection with the report, we also commented on 
the contracts between the Bureau and the Idaho Power Co. and the 
Utah Power & Light Co. on the Palisades project. 

Our principal conclusion at that time was that the Bureau should 
reopen its contracts with the Idaho Power Co. so as to increase, by 
about 15,000 kilowatts, the supply of seasonal power to the preference 
customers. We also pointed out the desirability of enhancing further 
the power supply in southern Idaho by integration of the Bureau 
system and the Bonneville system. 

* These matters were the subject of a hearing before the Senate Com- 
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs in 1958. Early in 1959 steps 
were taken by the Bureau to reopen the contracts with the Idaho 
Power Co. in order to increase the power supply to the preference 
customers from the existing Bureau facilities. Bonneville had com- 
pleted studies showing that under certain conditions the benefits 
of integrating the Bureau system in southern Idaho with the Bonne- 
ville system would be in the order of 13,000 kilowatts of firm power, 
a figure which we could confirm. 

The Idaho Power Co. apparently did not wish to let its transmis- 
sion facilities be used for an integration of the Bureau and Bonne- 
ville systems and found that by a more complete integration with 
their own system, the Bureau could sell to the preference customers 
an additional 15,000 kilowatts of year-round firm power and 15,000 
kilowatts of summer firm power. 

This arrangment was consummated last year and the additional 
power made available, thereby is expected to carry the preference 
customers to about 1963. This was one arrangement where everyone 
gained some real benefits. The preference customers received more 
power, the Bureau received increased power revenues, and the com- 
pany received additional wheeling revenues. 

_ No new capital costs were involved in new generation in order to 
increase the power sales to the preference customers. We have not 
been advised of the economic benefits to the Bureau by this arrange- 
ment, but would roughly estimate that they could be about $100,000 
per year for the indefinite future. Whether these increased revenues 
have or can be applied against repayment of the Palisades and Burns 


Creek projects has not. been investigated, but offer some interesting 
possibilities. 
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DISCUSSION OF BUREAU SERVICE AREA IN SOUTHERN IDAHO 


I am certain that this committee understands that the Snake River 
is the only tributary of the Columbia River whose drainage areg js 
not included in the Bonneville service area. The Bureau’s Hungry 
Horse project in Montana is tied to the Bonneville system and the 
output of this power-producing project is marketed by Bonneville, 
Not only is there a geographical reservation of power for Montana, 
but the preference customers in this western Montana area enjoy 
the Bonneville rate and long-term power supply contracts. 

In northern Idaho and down to the Salmon River, the preference 
customers purchase power from Bonneville. Congress recently au. 
thorized a transmission line from Redmond, Oreg., to Burns, Oreg,, 
which will furnish power—through the Harney Electric Coopera- 
tive—to a small area in northern Nevada. 

By contrast, an area which generally coincides with the outer lim- 
its of the service area of the Idaho Power Co. remains outside the 
Bonneville area and preference customers in southern Idaho are denied 
the benefits accruing to those customers who are so fortunate as to be 
situated in the Bonneville area. 

I bring out this matter to show that different power marketing and 
rate policies are followed by the Federal Government in the same 
river basin. If southern Idaho was in the Bonneville service area 
and the line of demarcation between BPA and the Idaho Power Co.’s 
service area was erased by administrative action, the preference cus- 
tomers in southern Idaho would have more power and perhaps some- 
what cheaper rates, while the financial security of the Federal invest- 
ment in irrigation works would be assured. 

While discussing the relationship with Bonneville area, there are 
two other matters that bear on problems of the Burns Creek proposal. 
Hungry Horse project is a power project built by the Bureau with 
revenues used to assist reclamation. The Dalles Dam is a 1,200,000 
kilowatt multipurpose power and flood control project built by the 
Corps of Engineers, with a portion of the power revenues pledged 
to the Crooked River irrigation project in Oregon. 

Chief Joseph Dam in Washington is a 1 million kilowatt-plus flood 
control and power project constructed by the Corps of Engineers, for 
which a portion of the power revenues are slotatt to support the 
Greater Wenatchee irrigation project. 

In all of these instances, I do not recall any concern that these ma- 
jor power-producing projects were used to provide some financial 
assistance to irrigation. It is somewhat surprising to find that some 
local opposition has now come from the Utah Power & Light Co. fora 
project in Idaho which has been generally following the historical 
pattern of development in the West and has won such wide approval. 

Another matter that should be brought to the committee’s attention 
is the fact that while the preference customers in southern Idaho are 
denied the benefits that may come under Bonneyille’s power market- 
ing policies, the Idaho Power Co. does now, and has for several 
years, enjoyed the benefits that result from a major Bonneville con- 
nection. 

The company now has a pronounced summer peak load and is able 
to purchase substantial quantities of summer energy from Bonneville, 
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delivered at: 230 kilovolts at the terminal of the Pendleton-LaGrande 
line at 214 mills per kilowatt-hour. 

Bonneville has had a surplus of firm power for several years, a 
condition that is expected to last until about 1965, according to the 
1959-69 “Power Outlook” report which was released by Bonneville in 
October 1959. So in the meantime any dump energy that the company 

urchases for 24% mills from Bonneville will really be quite depend- 
able from the standpoint of helping the company carry its summer 
loads. 

POWER REQUIREMENTS OF THE PREFERENCE CUSTOMERS 


There has been testimony by the Bureau that in 1958 the contract 
rate of delivery of the preference customers was 51,810 kilowatts. The 
actual peak load of the group in 1958 was 49,949 kilowatts. In 1959 
the Bureau made plans to increase the combined contract rate of de- 
livery to 82,000 ilowratta as a result of the new integration contract 
with the Idaho Power Co. 

The combined estimates of the preference customer requirements 
for 1964-65 was 94,535 kilowatts. The Bureau would allocate only 
82,000 kilowatts of this amount. According to records available to 
us, the 1957 and 1958 load increases of the cooperatives were about 15 
percent per year. The national average is between 6 and 7 percent. 

Based upon our knowledge of the area, we believe that the prefer- 
ence customers will again be short of power before the first unit of 
the Burns Creek powerplant can be put on the line, assuming the most 
optimistic construction schedule. 

We would expect that the entire added firm capacity expected from 
Burns Creek would be absorbed by the preference customer load by 
1970 or earlier. The current plan to stagger the installation of the 
three Burns Creek generating units will insure that large quantities 
of unneeded power will not be dumped onto the market to the detri- 
ment of other power suppliers. 


NEED FOR IRRIGATION STORAGE 


There is ample testimony in the record concerning the interest of 
the local irrigation in increased storage capacity on the Snake River 
as evidenced by the oversubscription of 50 percent reported by Mr. 
Lynn Crandall, formerly watermaster for the State of Idaho. 

It should again be noted that this holdover storage is not for use on 
new lands. It is for use to protect the investment in existing farm- 
steads. Certainly there is merit in protecting, to the maximum extent 
possible, the present farmsteads for not only have investments been 
made in the farm, its buildings, livestock, and machinery, but there is 
considerable other public investment at stake such as schools, churches, 
roads, utilities, etc. 

In the diversified agriculture practiced in southern Idaho, the farm- 
ers need to be assured of adequate feed supplies each year as they 
cannot profitably sustain livestock herds on imported and purchased 
feeds, 

We note from the record that Mr. Lynn Crandall reports that Burns 
Creek is the last. acceptable storage site on the Snake River in Idaho 
above the Milner Dam. We doubt that anyone would care to dispute 
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with Mr. Crandall on this matter, for who in Idaho has a more thor. 
ough knowledge of the Snake River ? 

With the need demonstrated by the oversubscription for water stor. 
age and Burns Creek being the last acceptable storage site in the area, 
what groups with an interest in sound resource conservation would 
deny the construction of this facility, and especially when byproduct 
power can repay the Federal investment, with interest, in a reasonable 
period of time ¢ 

There is now general agreement that:soundly designed and con- 
structed earth- filled dams will have a useful life well bey ond any pay- 
out period now under discussion. 


ALLOCATION OF COSTS TO IRRIGATION STORAGE 


We have noted the $849,000 allocation to irrigation on Burns Creek 
made by the Bureau of Reclamation : and deem it the most conservative 
allocation that could have been made. Our own experience before 
this committee on cost allocations has convinced us that there is no 
truly scientific method of allocating costs on multipurpose projects, 

A great deal of judgment and commonsense must be used by the 
policymaking bodies in the evaluation of the cost allocations offered by 
engineers and economists. At best, the cost allocations which _ 
offered do-serve to give Members of Congress a point of referenee for 
their deliberations. 

We understand that the Bureau arrived at the $849,000 irrigation 
allocation by considering the 100,000 acre-feet of irrigation storage in 
Burns Creeks as an “incremental addition to Palisades storage.” 
Other methods of allocation could be made which would assign to irti- 
gation some $3 million to $4 million out of the total reservoir cost of 
$19,529,000, 1956 prices. In fact, the Burns Creek report indicates 
that the Bureau did give consideration to other allocation methods, 

It is to be further noted that the Burns Creek Reservoir has 117,000 
acre- feet of inactive storage, 100,000 acre-feet of irrigation storage, 
plus 17,000 acre-feet of reregulating capacity for power use. 

The present Bureau alloc ation of ‘$849 000 represents $8.49 per acre- 
foot of irrigation storage. By contrast, Palisades with about 1.2 mil- 
lion acre-feet of stor age has an irrigation allocation of $18,590,000, or 
almost $16 per acre- foot of irrigation storage, almost twice as much 
as has been set for Burns Creek. 

From the foregoing comparison, it seems clear to us that Burns 
Creek is far more of an irrigation project than is indicated by the size 
of the present $849,000 allocation to irrigation. In our opinion, en- 
tirely oi much emphasis has been plac ed by some on the current 
irrigation allocation, which is a manmade figure, in a field of endeavor 
where not complete policy guides have as yet been advanced by the 
Congress to the executive agencies. 


THE REREGULATION FEATURE OF BURNS CREEK 


A great deal of discussion has taken place on the validity of consid- 
ering Burns Creek and Palisades as an integrated operation, both 
hydraulically and financially. I have knowledge of about a half- 
dozen reregulating projects which have been constructed in the last 
20 or so years by ‘both the Bureau and the C orps of Engineers and 
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on not one was there such debate as has taken place on Burns Creek. 

The main stem Missouri River plants, constructed and operated by 
the Corps of Engineers for the purpose of meeting on a balanced 
pasis all planned ‘public needs, resulted in the installation of Gavins 
Point Dam near Yankton, S. Dak. This dam, with an installed elec- 
tric generating capacity about the same as planned for Burns Creek, 
was put into the system to smooth out the flow of the Missouri River 
below Fort Randall project as the economics of the situation dictated 
that at certain times Fort Randall would have to operate as a peaking 
plant. : 

On the Willamette Valley projects in Oregon, which have some irri- 
gation storage, the same situation was found. ‘Detroit, Lookout, and 
Coug ar Dams were used at certain periods for peaking projects, with 
the Sait that the downstream fluctuations were deemed to be detri- 
mental to fish life and caused hardship on those farmers who were 

umping water from the river for irrigation purposes. 

Without opposition, Big Cliff and Dexter reregulating dams were 
authorized and built and are in successful operation in Oregon. 
Strube Reservoir, the companion facility to Cougar Dam on Mc- 
Kenzie, is currently under consideration. 

In California is found Keswick Dam—a reregulating structure 
built by the Bureau below its Shasta Dam. Davis Dam is a reregulat- 
ing regulating dam below Hoover Dam—a Bureau project—on the 
Colorado River. 

This sound engineering practice of using reregulating reservoirs has 
been so well acc cepted in all parts of this country for so many years 
past that. we were certainly surprised to learn that on Burns Creek 
the matter is still debated. 

We note that all of the aforementioned reregulating reservoirs 
include power-generating facilities, which are contributing to a re- 
payment of the Government’s investment therein. 

The consideration of Burns Creek as a reregulating reservoir, with- 
out power and without conservation storage, as has sometimes been 
discussed before this committee, is turning the clock back when com- 
pared with successful multipurpose projects that the Congress has 
duly authorized in years past. 


BENEFITS OF PALISADES AND BURNS CREEK PROJECTS TO AREA TRANSMISSION 


We do not have access to network analyzer studies that may have 
been made of area transmission, but have considered the major trans- 
mission facilities that are shown on the most recent FPC map. We 
are quite certain the Bureau's hydro facilities have been and will 
continue to be very beneficial to the stability of the systems of the 
companies in southeast Idaho. 

At the time that the Palisades project was put on the line and con- 
nected to the transmission grid of the companies at Goshen, Idaho, 
the Utah Power & Light Co. had in service an exceedingly long 161- 
kilovolt. tieline between Anaconda, Mont., and Grace, Utah. The 
Idaho Power Co. had a lengthy 138- kilovolt line extending from 
central Idaho to the Goshen substation. 

The local hydroplants at American Falls (IPC) and Idaho Falls 
(eity) were not of a size that could contribute to the stability of the 
then-existing transmission facilities. The manager of the Fall River 
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Electric Cooperative has advised the Congress that the wheeli; 

service offered by the Utah Power & Light Co. was not satisfactory 
from a voltage standpoint until the Palisades project was put into 
operation and tied to the company’s system at said Goshen substation, 

Recently the Idaho Power Co. constructed a 230-kilovolt transmis. 
sion line between its middle Snake River hydroproject. and American 
Falls, Idaho, probably for the initial purpose of exporting or inter. 
changing some temporary surplus power to Utah. The Utah Power 
& Light Co. maintains a 138-kilovolt tie to the Idaho Power Co. at 
American Falls. 

In our opinion, both companies will also find that the Burns Creek 
project will also serve to reinforce and stabilize the additional trans. 
mission facilities that have been placed in service. I would presume 
that the companies had previously arrived at the same conclusion for, 
in the Burns Creek report of the Bureau, House Document No, 147, 
dated April 4, 1957, page 16, under the caption “Transmission Sery- 


ice,” is found the following important and significant statement: 


The Utah Power & Light Co. and the Idaho Power Co. are willing to whee! 
at reasonable rates the power and energy required by the Government’s loads 
on the utilities systems in this area. The average annual cost of this trans. 
mission service will be $342,000 for the Palisades project without Burns Creek, 
and $569,000 for the combination of Palisades and Burns Creek powerplants. 

The companies will not only have the system stability benefits that 
will come with Burns Creek, but will gain increased wheeling revenues 
as well. In view of the foregoing statement in the Burns Creek report, 
it is difficult to understand why the companies’ attitude on Burns 
Creek has recently changed. 

In our opinion, the Utah Power & Light Co. has understated its 
position when they testified that they were willing to accommodate 
the Bureau by purchasing the excess secondary and dump energy 
from the Palisades project, for we believe that an impartial review 
of operating records and transmission studies will show that both 
the company and the Bureau and the preference customers have bene- 
fited greatly by the Palisades interconnection now in service. 

The record should further show that, according to the Bureau, 
the two companies were the biggest customers of Palisades power, 
having purchased 337 million kilowatt-hours out of some 528 million 
kilowatt-hours generated at the project in 1958. 

The companies paid for the energy at the average rate of 214 mills 
per kilowatt-hour, a portion of which was firm energy which was re- 
served and contracted for by the preference customers but not yet 
utilized by them. 


RELATIONSHIP OF HYDRO AND THERMAL POWER 


In the testimony on Burns Creek there seems to be an undue amount 
of testimony concerning possible conflict between Burns Creek hydro 
and Kemmerer thermal-electric generation. Traditionally there has 
always been great effort in the electric industry to properly and 
beneficially integrate hydro and steam and in the case of Flaming 
Gorge and Glen Canyon projects such studies are currently under- 
way by the utilities in the area to achieve such integration. 

The contention of the Utah Power & Light Co.—as expressed in 
previous testimony—that Burns Creek will unduly compete with the 
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ower market for their Kemmerer steamplant must now be examined 
carefully in the light of recent events. 

The first such event is the recommendation of the Bureau that the 
first generating unit in Burns Creek be installed as soon as possible 
under an economical construction schedule so as to meet the power 
market that will be available to the Bureau from its preference 
customers of long standing. 

The second and third generating units would be installed in Burns 
Creek when the load of the preference customers warrant such instal- 
lation; thus there will be no interference with the established markets 
of both companies. 

The second important development was announced by the Utah 
Power & Light Co. in the October 12, 1959, “Electric World,” on 
page 88, when the company and the Arizona Public Service Co. 
revealed plans for a major 250-kilovolt system intertie. The follow- 
ing quotations are taken from this article: 

Among the balancing factors to the hydrooutput at Glen Canyon are the 
U. P. & L. (Utah) steamplant at Kemmerer, Wyo., with ultimate capacity of 
500 megawatts and the availability of steam power from APS’ (Arizona) project 
at Four Corners (New Mexico). 

The Utah utility is a winter peak system while the maximum demand for 
APS comes in the summer. Load diversity promises economic advantages to 
customers of both firms when the exchange becomes operative. 

The aforementioned development of a market outlet for the Kem- 
merer steamplant is further confirmed in a report entitled “Electric 
Utility Transmission System Study as Related to the Colorado River 
Storage Project,” dated October 1, 1959, of which the Utah Power 
& Light Co. is listed as a participant. 

The report discusses a planned 230-kilovolt transmission line be- 
tween the Kemmerer steamplant and Ogden, Utah, extending to 
Flagstaff, Ariz., via Glen Canyon Dam. It seems clear now that the 
Kemmerer steamplant has a satisfactory market for its output to 
the south and Burns Creek hydrogeneration no longer poses a problem 
therefor. 

If there remains any question on the potential market for Kem- 
merer steampower, one further contention of the Utah Power & Light 
Co. merits careful consideration. 

In previous testimony the company apparently considered the pref- 
erence customers of the Bureau to be its potential market. Now cer- 
tainly the Minidoka area is not in the company’s service area and the 
Snake River Power Association has shown that the majority of the 
preference customers are located in the service area of the Idaho 
Power Co. 

Was it the plan of Utah Power & Light Co. to sell Kemmerer 
steampower in the service area of the Idaho Power Co., or was there 
an agreement between the two companies with respect to this matter? 

_In recent months there has been important recognition of the rela- 
tionship of hydro and steampower. A special committee appointed 
by Secretary of the Interior Fred Seaton, and headed by Arthur V. 
Watkins—formerly Senator from Utah—completed a special report 
dated September 14, 1959, on the Federal power program in the 
Missouri Basin. The following important statement is found in 
that report : 
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As the demand for power increases, the hydropower produced by the Federa} 
installations will be a progressively diminishing proportion of the total] firm 
power needed to serve preference customers in the marketing area, and in time 
the hydropower developed at Federal installations may well be used to a large 
extent for peaking purposes to supplement generation of power by other means 
[Italic supplied. ] 

_ In view of the foregoing, we are confident that after Burns Creek 
is constructed the interested groups will get together to work out 4 
beneficial integration between hydro and steamplants in the area, 


IMPORTANCE OF PUMPING POWER 


The regional director of the Bureau has testified that the require- 
ments for pumping power by the individual farmers were not fully 
appraised by the Bureau engineers at the time that the Palisades 
project was originally developed. Had this market been fully under- 
stood, Burns Creek, which would add to the supply of summer pump- 
ing power, may have been developed as a Palisades-Burns Creek 
project. 

Let us, therefore, examine into this situation further. The Bureay 
engineers in Idaho have currently used pumping plants wherever 
such installations would be more economical than lengthy gravity 
canals for the surface irrigation systems. The power requirements 
for these installations could therefore be estimated with a reasonable 
degree of accuracy. 

On the other hand, individual farmers, who found an adequate 
supply of underground water, proceeded to develop and finance their 
own irrigation installations. For such a group it was a most difficult 
task to compute their future power requirements. A trend, however, 
has now been established in this regard and the potential requirements 
of summer pumping power are now better understood. 

The cost of pumping power is a major consideration in this pro- 
gram. Mr. Harold Nelson, regional director of the Burean, has testi- 
fied that pumping service on Utah Power & Light Co. rates would 
cost $10.40 an acre for power alone and that Kemmerer plant output 
could not be economically used by the irrigators for deep-well pump- 
ing. 

In this regard, we recall that the Bureau determined that the pay- 
ment capacity of class I and IT lands in the fertile Platte Valley in 
central Nebraska was $10.35 an acre—and that amount was the maxi- 
mum that the land could pay for water delivered to the head gate. 

Although we have not studied the Idaho lands to be irrigated by 
pump irrigation, we are generally familiar with the area. We do not 
see how farmers can pay $10.40 an acre for power and then provide 
a well, a pumping plant, irrigation pipe, and ditches and compete 
with those farmers now buying surface water from existing Bureau 
projects. We conclude that consideration should therefore be given 
to the availability of and cost of pumping power in southeastern Idaho. 

We are conscious that economical pumping power is an excellent 
tool with which a farmer with a dependable supply of underground 
water on his property can proceed to develop and finance his own 
irrigation development. without asking the Congress to provide capital 
funds for major irrigation works. 
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This has been dramatically proven in Nebraska where more than a 
million acres of land are now irrigated by pumping, with the only 
assistance from the Federal Government being in the form of low-cost 
summer pumping power from the Missouri Basin hydro system. 

Burns Creek, when authorized and constructed, can provide addi- 
tional and valuable summer pumping power and thereby make a sub- 
stantial contribution to the economic future of southern Idaho. The 
additional summer pumping power thus developed will permit more 
irrigation development of favorably situated lands by the individual 
farmowner without requiring new capiti al investment by the Federal 
Government. In this report, Burns Creek and its power output can be 
considered to be a vital integral part of the reclamation program in 
Idaho. 

Mr. Rogers. Do you mean by this current subject you are discussing 
allocating to irrigation the power to pump underground water / 

Mr. TROMMERSHAUSEN. That is correct, sir. 


REPAYMENT OF GOVERN MENT INVESTMENT LN BURNS CREEK 


The studies of the Bureau of Reclamation have made it clear that the 
building of the Burns Creek project to be operated in conjunction with 
Palisades is a good investment for the Federal Government from a 
dollars and cents standpoint. The net revenues from Palisades, ac- 
cording to the Bureau, will be almost exactly doubled by the addition 
of Burns Creek. 

The net revenues for Palisades operated by itself being currently 
estimated by the Bureau of $1,147,800 and the net revenues from the 
combined project being estimated at $2,294,800. By examination of 
the Bureau’s studies there is no question but that the Government’s 
investment in Burns Creek will be repaid. 

Mr. Rogers. Would you recite the payout period? 

Mr. TrommersHaAvusEeN. The payout period used by the Govern- 
ment, sir, is that under their plan, with generators deferred, you could 
pay out all of Burns Creek in 54 years, “and you would pay out all of 
Palisades in 62 years. 

If you didn’t defer the generators, you could pay out all of Burns 
Creek in 50 years and the remaining irrigation on Palisades in 58 
years. 

Mr. Rogers. How much, dollarwise, is the remaining irrigation? 

Mr. TromMersHaAvseEN. Sir, I just have a summary table. I do not 
have the large payout sheet. But I do assume from this that the sale 
of power without peaking and without taking integration and these 
other benefits that yet may come and produce more revenues, con- 
sidering the $100,000 we are getting from the other integration that 
the Bureau is getting now, will pay out the power facilities in about 
50 years and will pay out the balance that is char ged to irrigation in 
another 8 to 10 years. 

The significant. thing is that because you double the firm output 
by combining the two projects and you do not double the total invest- 
ment by building Palisades and Burns C reek, the addition of Burns 
Creek at $45 million does not double the original investment in Pali- 
sades which, of course, is now at $63 million. 
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Mr. Rogers. The payout situation as you have recited it is not in 
compliance with the genera] reclamation laws at the present time 
is it? 

Mr. TrommMersHavseN. The problem here is the starting date, Re. 
member, you have the flexibility in reclamation law that it is 50 years 
from the last block of land that comes in. How do you apply the 
last block of land theory to some of these new lands coming in by 
pumping to the use of holdover storage ? 

When I got into that phase of it, sir, I found it a very complex prob- 
lem, and I could not find the proper starting point. The significant 
thing is that if it pays out in that period with the combined projects, 
you will have net revenues to the Government after all the power and 
irrigation have been paid of about $2,200,000 a year—you would have 
that for the benefit of the General Treasury after that time. 

Mr. Rogers. The point is this: The bill itself would need to spell 
out the authority for such payout period, don’t you think? You 
would want the bill to do that. 

Mr. TromMeErsHAUSEN. Sir, I have not given the construction of 
this bill the attention that would be merited to answer your question, 
Of course, the cost of power from a project like this is simply related 
to the number of years. 

If you decide to charge a rate to pay it out in 50 years, you come 
up with one answer, naturally; and if you go for 56 or 58, naturally 
you come up with another answer. F 

Mr. Rocrers. If you rearranged the payout period so that it would 
come within the 50 years period from the commencement of construc- 
tion, would this project be feasible ? 

Mr. TrommersHavseENn. It would be feasible on the basis that you 
would raise the rates to this group of preference customers, in my 
opinion. I feel that, again, since we can’t consider all the other bene- 
fits that may flow from it, I am certain it would not raise the rates 
above the cost of an alternate source of power for the area. 

Mr. Rocers. You may proceed. 

Mr. TroMMERSHAUSEN. The opposition to the authorization of 
Burns Creek have attempted to make much of the fact that the time 
of completion of the repayment of the irrigation costs of Palisades 
which will be repaid from power revenues will be postponed for 25 
years. This is true only beeause following the established practices 
of the Bureau, the interest-bearing power costs of the combined proj- 
ect will be paid off before the non-interest-bearing irrigation costs of 
either project is paid off out of power revenues. 

This has been the historical practice of the Bureau. The problem 
in the current analysis arises only because the combined Palisades- 
Burns Creek project was not built originally. 

If Burns Creek were not to be built for 20 more years, then the 
completion of the repayment of the irrigation costs of Palisades would 
be postponed for 45 years rather than 25 years. 

It must be remembered, however, that the application of the rev- 
enues to the repayment of one cost rather than some other cost is 
actually only a bookkeeping transaction. The important thing from 
a business viewpoint and from that of the taxpayer is, What is the 
final overall dollars and cents effect on the Government ? 
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From this viewpoint, it is clear that adding Burns Creek to Pal- 
isades is the thing to do. Although the total investment of Palisades 
and Burns Creek is less than doubled, the net revenues to the Federal 
Government are doubled. After both power and irrigation costs of 
the combined project are paid off there will be an additional net profit 
to the Government of $1,147,800 each year which would not be earned 
if Burns Creek were not built. This net profit will continue into the 
indefinite future. 

Mr. Rogers. The gentlewoman from Idaho, Mrs. P fost. 

Mrs. Prost. 1 will reserve my time. 

Mr. Sartor. Did you say in your last statement that you would not 
raise the rates above the equivale < of another source of power / 

Mr. TROMMERSHAUSEN. No, sir; I did not say I would not raise the 
rates. I said I believe that I have not made a study, but I am giving 
you a judgment answer, that I do not believe that if you paid this 
out in 50 years, after we got credit from all the other benefits that 
would work into this, from integration, from sale of peaking, I am 
sure that the rates would not be above the cost of competitive power 
in the area, which has been quoted in the Senate testimony, which 
we have checked, at about 5.4 mills a kilowatt hour. 

Mr. Sartor. What are these other benefits you are going to work 
int Let’s find out what they are. I like these boys that reach out and 
pick out things from the air. I like to nail them down so we will 
know what we are going to have. 

Mr. TROMMERSHAUSEN. Yes, sir. 

I mentioned that there is a definite transmission benefit, stabilizing 
transmission, to add a plant the size of either Burns Creek or Pali- 
sades to a long transmission system. I can’t give you a formula today 
to determine how much that is worth to the ar 
negotiate that in a bargaining session. 

Mr. Saytor. The result of that statement, as I gather it, is in your 
opinion as an engineer, this has some value, but there is no formula 
that you know of that the engineering societies have come up with that 
you can give this committee to apply to this project 

Mr. TromMERSHAUSEN. I would say that there is no simple formula. 

Mr. Sartor. Simple or complex, is there one ? 

Mr. TromMersHAUSEN. Those matters have historically been ar- 
rived at by negotiation and sharing of the benefits. 

Mr. Sayror. All right, that is one. What is the next thing that you 
are going to charge up to this project ? 

Mr, TrommMeErsHAUSEN. I mentioned, did I not, the sale of peaking 
power, which is available, according to the Bureau of Reclamation, 
because of the combined operations, for which there is no present 
market, and which has not been considered in developing the revenues 
for this project. 

Mr. Sartor. Do you mean to tell me that all of these REA’s and 
co-ops and municipal organizations that have appeared here, that 
have hired you, don’t have any market or don’t provide a mar ket for 
this peaking power, and we have to find these terrible public utilities? 
That is the only other group that I know of that could buy it. 

Mr. TromMersHAUsEN. Congressman Saylor, the people we repre- 
sent here today do not have generation. Peaking must go with genera- 
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tion. Until they come to the point in their development where they 
would add generation, the market for peaking power for the Bureay 
will have to be elsewhere. 

It would be with those utilities that do have generation and which 
can use peaking beneficially. 

Mr. Sartor. You have heard a representative of Idaho Falls Say 
they have some generating capacity down there. You heard the 
mayor of Burley say that they had their own system down there 

1 am sorry; Burley does not have generation. 

Mr. ‘TRoMMERSHAUSEN. They do not have it and we do not repre- 
sent Idaho Falls and Burley. So I cannot help you bridge the gap 
at that point. * 

Mr. Sartor. Is there anybody else in that area that you know of 
that can take advantage of this peaking power ? 

Mr. 'TromMERSHAUSEN. None except the utilities, sir. 

Mr. Saytor. Just the utilities / 

Mr. TroMMERSHAUSEN. That is right. 

Mr. Sartor. And that is the same group that takes the peak 
power as takes the dump power ? 

Mr. TrRoMMERSHAUSEN. That is right. 

Mr. Saytor. Without the sale of the peaking power, and without 
the sale of the dump power and a ready market for it, this project 
does not look very good, does it ? 

Mr. TromMMERSHAUSEN. I haven’t made that economic analysis, sir, 
but, of course, if you cannot sell as steam replacement the secondary 
and dump energy that comes from a hydro system, you don’t have as 
good a proposition as if you can sell it. That is evident. 

Mr. Sartor. Mr. Trommershausen, your figures and mine do not 
jibe at all, but that doesn’t surprise me at all as I have disagreed with 
other engineers. I have learned my arithmetic back here in the East. 
I found that if I borrowed money and I didn’t pay it back, if I didn't 
pay the interest on it the first year, I had interest on interest. to pay. 

So I have found that such a thing as compound interest is some- 
thing that is very much of a reality if you go out to borrow money. I 
made a little analysis of the Bureau figures. I made a survey of the 
initial cost of this project, the Burns Creek project, and the power 
features as specified by the Bureau of Reclamation and figured out 
the interest on costs during construction, and I came up with a figure 
of $47,467,000. 

According to the Bureau’s own estimate, the testimony that they 
have submitted, if this Burns Creek is built and integrated with Pali- 
sades, the net revenue for Burns Creek will fail by $277,000 to meet 
the interest annually upon that $47 million. 

Since this is going to be for a project of 50 years, I compounded 
that at 3 percent and I came up with round figures of $31 million. 
So now I have the cost of this Burns Creek project up to $78 mil- 
lion. Since we are not going to pay out the Palisades part of the 
project, which is allocated to irrigation until after the power features 
are paid out, I added an interest cost of three percent compounded as 
a result of postponing for 36 years the scheduled repayment from Pall- 
sades revenue for irrigation. That brought me to another figure of 
$4.1.500,000, or a total in round figures, believe it or not, of $120 million. 

I would like you to take a look at that. 
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Mr. TROMMERSHIAUSEN. Sir, 1 could not possibly follow your math- 
ematics sitting here, nor could I, with my background, attempt to 
make a brief computation of the economics on a project of this mag- 
nitude. I believe that you have not followed the traditional Bureau 
of Reclamation payout method, which is the method we have used 
inthe conclusion I gave you. tive. 

If you would like me to check another method, and if you will give 
me a complete set of assumptions, I will be pleased to do it. 

Mr. Saytor. The conclusions from the method that I followed hap- 
pen to be the system followed by the Treasury Department, that fi- 
nances these projects, and who has to raise money. 

Mr. TRoMMERSHAUSEN. That may very well be, sir. 

Mr. Sartor. They estimate that this project, this Burns Creek, is 
going to cost around $120 million. It seems astounding that engineers 
ean come out and find out that this project which the Bureau them- 
selves says is going to fail by $277,000 with interest at 3 percent to 
meet the annual costs of this thing at 3 percent. 

Mr. TRoMMERSHAUSEN. I cannot understand that statement. I have 
not seen that figure, sir. 

Mr. Sayvor. I will be glad to show it to you after this is over, after 
this hearing, to show you just where we have taken it from. 

Mr. TromMMERSHAUSEN. but, again, may I say, that the method we 
have used on other irrigation projects, not only this one, is the cus- 
tomary Bureau of Reclamation method, whereby you pay out your in- 
terest debt first and when you have completed that, then you pay off 
the non-interest-bearing debt. 

If the Congress in its wisdom is going to change the method of 
financing multiple-purpose irrigation projects, of course, engineers 
would have to use another formula. 

Mr. Sartor. Will you concede the fact, Mr. Trommershausen, that 
if the Palisades project is left as it is now constructed, that at the 
end of the 50-year period there will be in the Treasury a surplus of 
better than $30 million ¢ 

Mr. TROMMERSHAUSEN. I will not agree to the figure because I do 
not have the payout study before me. 

Mr. Sartor. Well, they are the figures, Mr. Trommershausen, that 
the Bureau of Reclamation submitted back in 1949 to this committee 
as justification for the building of Palisades. 

Mr. TromMMersHAvusEN. I would agree under the assumptions you 
have stated that there would be a sizable surplus. 

Mr. Saytor. Very frankly, I am not trying to trick you up. I 
wouldn’t ask you to make any assumptions as an engineer. I respect 
you. I have known some of the people who have hired you, and as 
an engineer I can tell you very honestly you enjoy a very excellent 
reputation. 

Mr. TromMersHavusen. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Saytor. One of the things I am bothered with is I have come 
to some entirely different conclusions by applying some simple east- 
ern mathematics that 2 plus 2 always equals 4, even in the Bureau of 
Reclamation. 

Mr. TrommMersHAvsen. Perhaps, Congressman Saylor, you do not 
look upon these multipurpose projects as broadly as engineers work- 
ing in the conservation field. Let’s look back at that stretch of the 
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river and let’s assume that we had information some 30 or 40 years 
ago that you have now about the need for irrigation and the limited 
supply of water in the upper river. 

It is possible that if it was recommended and Congress agreed 
that you should develop that stretch of the river, you would probably 
hi ave put in Minidoka, American Falls, Palisades, Burns C reek: that 
is, put in a new reservoir every 10 years and on that basis you would 
have brought the power supply into the area on a scheduled basis, 
you would have taken care of the water, and I think that perhaps, 
under that arr: angement, if you had seen the whole river development 
as one picture, you would have averaged up the costs and you wouldn't 
have to go through all the gymnastics that you now have to go through 
when you stagger these projects. 

Mr. Sayror. There is one other question I might ask. 

You made a statement that you were not going to challenge the 
statement of Mr. Crandall. 

Mr. TRoMMERSHAUSEN. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Sartor. Do you know that the Bureau of Rec le amation is asking 
for, this year, money to complete studies on the Narrows project, a 
short distance upstream from Burns Creek ? 

Mr. TromMersHavsen. Congressman Saylor, I am sorry I did not 
make the proper emphasis in my sentence on this subject. Lynn 
Crandall stated, and so did I in repeating his statement, that he was 
spe: aking of the stretch of the Snake River in Idaho. 

The Narrows is in W yoming. I have talked to our clients prior to 
this hearing and they say there are some problems on the Narrows, 
many problems which have come up with these reservoirs between 
States, and the irrigators are not ready to agree that the Narrows will 
solve the Idaho water storage problem. 

May I say that the Bureau should be asking for money to study the 
upper Snake River in Wyoming, because if there are some additional 
storage sites that prove economical, 1 am sure the Congress would 
want to know about them. It costs money to make engineering studies, 
and it is a sound thing to do in my opinion, sir. 

Mr. Rocers. Let the Chair make this observation. 

We have already gone 30 minutes overtime, and I think that it is 
best that we do recess at this time until in the morning. 

However, before we do that, Mr. Trommershausen, on the first page 
of your statement you say that there is a certain study dated October 
93.1957, which you will make available to the committee. A request 


Oe i 


has been made for that. If you would furnish that for the files, we 


would appreciate that. 

Mr. TromMERSHAUSEN. Yes, Sir. 

Mr. Haney. The gentleman from Pennsylvania has been here much 
longer than IT am, and IT am sorry he hasn't figured out by this time 
that two and two do not make four in W ashington. 

Mr. Rocers. With that, the meeting will stand adjourned until 

1:45 in the morning, at which time Mr. Trommershausen will be 
recognized for further questioning by the committee, immediately fol: 
lowing which we will hear the opposition witnesses. 

(Whereupon, at 4:30 p.m. the subcommittee recessed, to reconvene 


at. 9:45 a.m., Tuesday, February 16, 1960.) 
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TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 16, 1960 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SpBCcOMMITTEE ON IRRIGATION AND RECLAMATION OF THE 
CoMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
Washingon, D.C. 


The subcommittee met at 9:55 a.m., pursu: ant to adjournment, in the 
committee room, New House Office Building, Hon. Walter Rogers 
(chairman of the subcommittee ) presiding. 

Mr. Rocers. The Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation will 
come to order for the further consideration of the business pending 
before it. 

Mr. Trommershausen, I believe you were at the witness table, if you 
will take the chair again, Mr. Saylor will continue his questioning. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM TROMMERSHAUSEN, ENGINEER, SNAKE 
RIVER POWER ASSOCIATION, IDAHO—Resumed 


Mr. TROMMERSHAUSEN. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Sartor. Mr. Trommershausen, on your left is a chart, the lower 
portion of which indicates the operation of the Palisades in accord- 
ance with the act which Congress passed several years ago. You will 
notice that at the end of a 50-year period this indicates that there will 
be surplus in the U.S. Treasury from the operation of the Palisades 
of $30 million plus. 

To the best of your knowledge and information from your study of 
the records, is that a correct picture of the operation of the Palisades? 

Mr. TRoMMERSHAUSEN. Congressman Saylor, I have not made a de- 
tailed check of the payout analysis. I cannot verify that this study 
made by the Utah Power & Light Co. is in conformance with the 
payout analysis of the Palisades project. I have read 

Mr. Sartor. Let me ask you. Mr. Trommershausen, you came here 
yesterday and told us you had been retained by your constituents and 
that you had made this survey and that you had come to certain de- 
finite conclusions with regard to the construction of Burns Creek and 
Palisades. 

Mr. TrommMersHavusen. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Sartor. Now you could not come to that conclusion without 
having studied Palis: ades; could you? 

Mr. ‘TROMMERSHAUSEN. Congressman § Saylor, what I was first try- 
ing to tell you is that I have not checked the calculations that are back 
of this chart. 

Mr. Sartor. Then, let me ask you the same question in another way. 
In arriving at the figures that you gave us yesterday, did you make a 
study of the oper ‘ation of the I alisades ? 
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Mr. TromMersHAvsEN. In coming to that conclusion that I stateg 
yesterday, I relied on the studies made by the Bureau of Reclamation 
and their testimony before the Senate. 

Mr. Sartor. When? What testimony before the Senate? Now 
that isan awfully broad statement. 

Mr. TROMMERSHAUSEN. Yes, Sir. 

Mr. Sartor. Let us pin the Bureau down a little bit. 

Mr. TromMERSHAUSEN. Their testimony, sir, before the Senate last 
year. 

Mr. Sartor. On the Burns Creek project ? 

Mr. TrRoMMERSHAUSEN. On the Burns Creek project. 

Mr. Sartor. That being the case, take a look at the chart at the top 
marked “Chart B.” That chart shows that were Burns Creek and 
Palisades integrated by the year 2015, there will be a surplus of 
$1,776,000. Does that check with the figures that you used ? 

Mr. TromMersHauseN. That chart complies generally with the 
table that we relied on which included in the Senate Report No, 439, 

Mr. Sartor. And that chart then would reflect, with some minor 
variations, maybe, the same figures you relied upon in coming to your 
conclusions? 

Mr. TromMersHAUSEN. That chart, sir, basically was the data used 
to arrive at the conclusions that I stated that this project would pay 
out within the reasonable payout period and at the end of the period 
the Government would have in addition to that surplus which I didn’t 
mention by name, would have a facility with an earning capacity 
twice as much as they would have had had they had Palisades alone, 
That is my testimony. 

Mr. Sartor. Mr. Trommershausen, we had two witnesses yesterday 
afternoon representing two municipalities, neither of which you rep- 
resent. I think that is correct. 

Mr. TrommersHausen. That is correct. 

Mr. Saytor. One of the mayors said that he felt that the Federal 
Government had a utility responsibility to their town and the other 
said that he did not feel that the Government had that responsibility. 
What is your belief in this matter? 

Mr. TroMMERSHAUSEN. Sir, my answer to that question would be 
a qualified “No.” When I say I wish to qualify the answer, these 
people have been given criteria which I say could lead Mayor Salmon 
into the conclusion that he stated. And may I read from a document 
that I am certain is in the record. That is a memorandum prepared 
by Harvey P. McPhail, acting Commissioner of Reclamation, ap- 
proved by Fred G. Aandahl; the memorandum is dated December 1, 
1953, concerning the power marketing criteria of the Bureau. 

At that time, there was a problem concerning how the Bureau was 
going to dispose of future surplus power. I will quote from section 7 
of that memorandum: 

The available power will be disposed of in the following priority of con- 
sideration: present power commitments, requests of customers which can be 
served from present facilities and arrangements, and requests for power re 
quiring new facilities or arrangements. 


And then this is the paragraph that might have guided Mayor 
Salmon. I am saying I do not know whether it did, but this infor- 
2 . S 
mation was before all of these preference customers. 





The e 
custome 
such po 
will be : 

That 

Ast 
servins 
genera 
ville si 
cases, 

oint « 
Peder: 
Aanda 
well si 
that i 
upon 
these s 

Mr. 
of the 

Mr. 

Mr. 


7 


r. 

the Co 
Mr. 
ment, 
entire! 
Mr. 
tee th 
should 
payou 
man § 
had ec 
out se! 
Anc 
and I 
Gover 
into t] 
in the 
erioc 
thin 
that I 
The 
and v 
decide 
anoth 
Mr. 
Beck 
of sto 
shoul 
the pz 
Mr. 
opera 
has ce 





BURNS CREEK PROJECT, IDAHO 195 


The existing contracts of all preference customers and of those nonpreference 
customers that serve communities which by long use have been dependent upon 
such power (meaning Federal power), to the extent requested by the customer 
will be amended to extend the term thereof. 

That is why I gave a qualified “No.” 

As the record shows, the principal preference customers that we are 
grving in the Pacific Northwest—we are trying to get them into 
generation and were trying to get them into generation before Bonne- 
ville says it will be out of hydropower and I can cite a half-dozen 
cases, 1 am sure the Congressman well knows of these. I want to 
point out here that this criteria for which covers the distribution of 
Federal power to the preference customers approved by Secretary 
Aandahl, I can see how some preference customers, not particularly 
well situated with respect to steam or hydro of their own could say 
that if the Government felt that any area that had been dependent 
upon Federal power should have extended contracts that perhaps 
theseshould. That is my answer, sir. 

Mr. Sartor. Were you in the room yesterday when I read to one 
of the witnesses the statement from the General Accounting Office 

Mr. TROMMERSHAUSEN. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Sartor. Showing that Bonneville Power Administration dur- 
the past 2 years lost $10 million ? 

Mr. TromMeERSHAUSEN. I heard you read part of a letter, sir, from 
the Comptroller General. 

Mr. Saytor. In view of your background and your prior employ- 
ment, do you have any comments to make on that? I will leave that 
entirely up to you. 

Mr. TrommMersHAvsEN. Sir, I think for the benefit of this commit- 
tee that either the entire letter should be read, or the committee 
should have further information concerning the status of Bonneville’s 
payout, because at the time I left the Government service, Congress- 
man Saylor, the records that were published indicated that Bonneville 
had collected net revenues beyond what was needed to meet their pay- 
out schedule in the amount of some $70-odd million. 

And in the discussions I heard in the Northwest in recent years, 
and I heard these, the question was whether or not the Federal 
Government could go back and rely on that surplus that had been paid 
into the U.S. Treasury for a few years, when they would be operating 
in the red on an annual basis for the simple reason they were in a 
period when they had surplus power for which there was no market. 
I think the committee should have the entire picture, not just the fact 
that Bonneville was in the red $10 million over the past 2 years. 

They are entitled, sir, I think to know the entire payout problem 
and what considerations the Secretary took into account when he 
decided that they would hold the Bonneville rates where they are for 
another 5 years. 

Mr. Saytor. Might I ask you now, as a representative of R. W. 
Beck & Associates, what your recommendation would be to any group 
of stockholders that came to see you with regard to what action they 
should take if the board of directors of a going concern shows during 
the past 2 years they had lost $10 million ? 

Mr. TromMersHAUSEN. Congressman Saylor, the Bonneville power 
operation is not in the nature of a private corporation. That area 
has certain responsibilities to the Northwest, they are operating under 
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arrangements which I understand this Congress has approved from 
year to year over the last 20 years, and as I will mention again, ag J 
understand it, the deficit is primarily the result of having more firm 
power to sell than there is a market for. 

In regard to your question as to what I would say if a private 
corporation came to me, I might say that no such corporations haye 
come to us because we have viewed this problem through my 
professional time from the standpoint of the operation by public 
agencies, as you well know. . 

Mr. Saytor. In other words, R. W. Beck & Associates do not handle 
any private business ? 

Mr. Trommersnavsen. We handle industrial. 

Mr. Sartor. What? 

Mr. TROMMERSHAUSEN. Yes, sir; we handle some industrial busi- 
ness. But it is mostly municipal sewer, light, water, and power works, 

Mr. Sartor. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rogers. Mrs. P fost ? 

Mrs. Prost. I believe I understood my colleague from Pennsyl- 
vania to say that the chart that is before us shows there would be a 
surplus of over $30 million at the end of the payout period for Pali- 
sades alone. I should just like to call to the committee’s attention on 
page 24 of the Palisades Dam and Reservoir project report which was 
signed by Mr. R. J. Newell, regional director of the Bureau of Reela- 
mation, which is under the title of “Payout Details,” and I shall quote 
from the report : 
that the revenues thus estimated are expected to amount to $1,175,400 annually 
after the project is fully developed. The total power revenues during the repay- 
ment period would be $64,526,000, leaving a surplus of $436,900. 

Mr. Chairman, I wanted to clarify that particular point which the 
Bureau of Reclamation brought out in the Palisades hearing. 

Mr. Rocrers. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Florida, 
Mr. Haley. 

Mr. Hatey. Mr. Chairman, may I at this particular moment, re- 
serve my time and have you come back to me? 

Mr. Rocrrs. Mr. Hosmer? 

Mr. Hosmer. I will reserve my time. 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Sisk ? 

Mr. Stsk. No questions. 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Chenoweth ? 

Mr. Cuenowetu. You referred in your report to the allocation cost 
to irrigation of $849,000. 

Mr. TROMMERSHAUSEN. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cuenowern. You indicated you do not think this figure is 
realistic. The total cost of the project is how much ? 

Mr. TromMErRSHAUSEN. The total cost of the project in round figures 
is $45 million. 

Mr. Cuenowern. And $849,000 irrigation does not show a very 
strong interest in irrigation in the project, does it? If that is the 
right figure. itd 

Mr. TromMERSHAUSEN. Sir, the $849,000 allocation to irrigation 1s, 
as I stated yesterday, the most conservative allocation that could have 
been made. There are many formulas that could have been used and 
have been used traditionally in reclamation to try to separate the multi- 
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ple-purpose costs of a project. to allocate it down to a specific feature. 

Mr. CHenowetu. How much is charged to flood control ¢ 

Mr. TromMeErRSHAUSEN. In this project there is no allocation to flood 
control, sir. 

Mr. Cuenoweru. Is the rest of it all power, then ? 

Mr. TROMMERSHAUSEN. The rest of it is power. 

Mr. CueNowetH. You are aware of the criticism of the project is 
that it is essentially a power project rather than an irrigation project. 

Mr. TromMERSHAUSEN. If you view it simply from the arithmetic, 
you would get that impression. But I tried to help the committee 
yesterday by telling them that in my experience, other methods of allo- 
cation could have been used that would have allocated three or four 
or perhaps five million dollars to irrigation based upon another method 
of allocation and that, furthermore, the present methods of allocation 
inthe Green Book that are used to measure your fine reclamation pro- 
grams do not take into account the benefits that come from the use of 
pumping power that is produced from these projects. 

Mr. CuenowetH. But by the usual method of allocating irrigation 
costs you think you might bring the figure up to as high as $5 million ? 

Mr. TRoMMERSHAUSEN. That would be an extreme ceiling. I would 
say $3 or $4 million based upon the conventional method and, if we 
can find the method to take into account the benefit of pumping power 
tothe pumping people, the figure could go higher. 

Mr. Cuenowetu. That would not be the conventional method, 
would it? 

Mr. TroMMERSHAUSEN. No. But so many farmers in areas where 
they have ground water aquifiers prefer to have a reasonable source 
of power and go ahead with their development without coming back 
to the Congress for irrigation loan. We have the same problem in 
Nebraska. 

Mr. Cuenowertu. Is the problem peculiar to this area, and some- 
thing unique as far as irrigation costs are concerned? I have never 
heard that approach mentioned before. 

Mr. TRomMMERSHAUSEN. Maybe I can make myself better understood 
if I reeommend to you that, because there is a growing interest in 
areas where there is adequate ground water for farmers to develo 
individual farm projects rather than Bureau projects. The only as- 
sistance that you would be giving them is low-cost pumping 
oS You are not making capital investment for canals and so 
orth. 


Mr. CHenowetn. When you say low-cost pumping power you mean 
low-cost. power. 


Mr. TromMERSHAUSEN. The cost of pumping power is the key to 
well irrigation. 


Mr. CuenowetH. We do considerable pumping in my district. 

Mr. TromMMERSHAUSEN. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cuenoweru. And they pay the going rates there for power. 
They have brought in new areas raising sugar beets and other highly 
cultivated crops where irrigation is required. It is not a problem 
peculiar to Idaho. 

Mr. TromMersHAUsEN. No, perhaps not; but the cost of pumping 
power, the cost of pumping water depends on the depth of the well. 
You have to take that into consideration in any area in trying to work 
out the economics of pumping. , 
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Mr. Cuenoweru. As I get your philosophy you propose a straight 
power project, and the amount of the power used for pumping jg 
charged to the allocation for irrigation. 

Mr. TroMMERSHAUSEN. You have gone a little beyond me, sir, | 
have never contemplated a 100 percent power project built by the 
Bureau that would get its benefits in that way ; no, sir. 

Mr. Cuenowetu. You donot gothat far? 

Mr. TrommersHavsen. I do not go that far. 

Mr. CuenowerH. but you are very close to it here. 

That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Saund ? 

Mr. Saunp. No questions. 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Langen ? 

Mr. Lancen. Mr. Chairman, I have listened with diligence to all of 
the testimony that has taken place up until this point and still] find 
an area or two that are puzzling to me. Possibly you can help 
clarify something for me. 

To begin with, may I ask when was the Palisades project completed 
and in full operation / 

Mr. TromMersHavsEN. I think the first full year the reservoir was 
completed was 1958. If that is near enough for your present base, 
that is if you want the precise figure, you should get it from the Bureau 
of Reclamation. Let’s say 1958. 

Mr. Lancen. That is when it went into reasonable full operation? 

Mr. TromMersHavsEN. That is right. 

Mr. Lancen. I notice the testimony bears out, that already there 
seems to be a shortage of water for irrigation, there seems to be a 
shortage of power. Has that been brought about because of wrong 
estimates or something, with regard to the Palisades project in the 
first place? ‘This seems to be very soon after its completion to be ex- 
periencing these shortages. 

Mr. TromMersHAvusEN. I think I can help you partly on that and 
the Bureau of Reclamation will have to go the rest of the way, sir. 

At the time that they took subscriptions for storage water in the 
1,200,000 acre-foot Palisades Reservoir they found the lands in exist- 
ence at that time needed 300,000 acre-feet more of water than was 
available in Palisades. Naturally, when you get into that kind ofa 
situation an agency such as the Bureau charged with the responsibility 
of trying to store valuable water, you start looking around. They 
had had in the planning stage under consideration, at that time, based 
upon a recommendation from the Federal Power Commission, another 
reregulating dam below Palisades and they decided to build a 100,000 
acre-feet of storage into it, sir. 

Mr. Lancen. But I understand there are to be no new acres added 
in the irrigation projects, that basically we are going to be irrigating 
the very same acreage. 

Mr. TrommersHAvseN. With the stored water, that is right, sir. 
But with the pumping, the summer pumping power that is to be 
generated at this project, because as the water is released from the 
dam for the irrigators below, the water released produces power dur- 
ing the same period that it is being released down to the irrigation 
ditches, and it is that pumping power that is to be available to pump 
for new lands, sir, because in some areas there is an abundance of 
underground water at varying depths. 
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It is true that the 100,000 acre-feet of stored water iS insurance to 
help existing lands that do not have enough water. The byproduct 
summer pumping power that is to be available from the project will 
permit new lands to be brought in, sir, From 100,000 to 140,000 
acres, depending on the depth of well pumping. 

Mr. Lancen. You say it will permit it to be brought in. There 
are no plans for that, however. 

Mr. ‘TROMMERSHAUSEN. Sir, there does not have to be plans for that 
phase as if the individual farmer brings in this additional acreage, 
simply by taking water that is under his land and all he needs to 

et it in use is pumping power. Does that answer your question ? 

Mr. Lancen. Yes; I think I understand that, that in many in- 
stances they are going to be pumping out of wells for purposes of 
irrigation which might be an individual project on one particular 
farm. 

Mr. TROMMERSHAUSEN. That is right. 

Mr. Lancen. I understand that. Now in connection with that, 
and while there are demands for that kind of power, certainly there 
has been testimony here, too, there are other power needs, as the 
mayors of respective towns testified yesterday and there again seems 
to be a need for additional power coming now within 2 years after 
the completion of the Palisades project. Is that not right? 

Mr. TROMMERSHAUSEN. That is right, sir. And you can well un- 
derstand how well seasoned that irrigation development in Idaho 
has become when you heard the testimony about these new potato 
plants going in, starch plants making alcohol out of potatoes, and 
so forth. When agriculture in an area gets to the point where you 
start processing plants, not just shipping produce out, the power 
needs grow very rapidly and, as I testified, the loads historically, as 
I understand, for these preference customers have been too low and 
I feel they are still too low. 

Mr. Lancen. That leads to the next question. Supposing the proj- 
ect does become a reality, how long is this project going to be able to 
supply sufficient power and sufficient water to the area? Or are we 
going to experience again within a few years further demands? 

Mr. TROMMERSHAUSEN. I have not looked far enough into the future 
of Idaho and Wyoming reclamation to give you a qualified profes- 
sional answer on that. I testified that the combined output of the 
Burns Creek and Palisades, when properly integrated, should carry 
this group to 1969 or 1970. 

At that point, the records show the entire Pacific Northwest has pos- 
sibly reached the end of the era of feasible hydro. There may be a 
few odds and ends coming in. So, in 1970 not only in area, but the 
entire Pacific Northwest are going to have to look for thermal power. 

The planning on that should start early. But about the turn of 
the 1960’s or about 1970, the entire Pacific Northwest has to turn to 
thermal generation, sir, in our opinion. 

Mr. Lancen. The reason I ask is because it seems to have been im- 
plied on several occasions that the Federal Government has some 
degree of responsibility in supplying power here by virtue of past 
ao and adding this to it must further generate—if that philos- 
ophy is true, then this must further generate that responsibility. 
So if we are thinking in those terms, we ought to be looking even a 
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little further to the future and wondering when we are going to be 
called upon to fulfill a further responsibility here. 7 

And you have no indication of how, when, or where that might be? 

Mr. Trommernavsen. No; I do not, sir. The history of the Snake 
River development has been that as the needs for water are devel. 
oped, and as there was support in the project for further irrigation 
expansion, the development of American Falls and Palisades and the 
additional generating units in Minidoka were made. 

All of these present developments were generally timed and it was 
a fortuitous situation that over the past 30 years the Bureau instal. 
lations have been brought in on a schedule that they could meet the 
demands of the preference customers. I do not see how those demands 
can be met by hydro in this section of the Snake River after 1979 
because I know of no additional Federal hydro projects in this area 
on the planning board. 

Mr. Lancen. As I understand, if my memory serves me correctly 
this project was first started as a reregulation project, a much smaller 
project than it is now. When did it grow into the large project now 
contemplated ? 

Mr. TrommersHavusen. Congressman Langen, I think that perhaps 
that question would best be reserved for the Bureau engineers be- 
cause they made the transitional studies. I am familiar with the 
testimony that Congresswoman Pfost gave this morning that the 
Federal Power Commission recommended consideration of a re- 
regulating dam with power below Palisades at the time you were con- 
sidering the authorization of Palisades. 

As I mentioned, there was this oversubscription of 300,000 acres 
of Palisades water, so, naturally, the Bureau engineers, at that time 
must have given very serious consideration to finding the storage. 
But I think your complete answer to that could be obtained from the 
Bureau engineers. 

Mr. Lancen. The reason I asked that question is because there 
seems to have been some miscalculation or interpretation of the in- 
tent to which the Palisades project could supply the needs of water 
and power, and I am wondering whether it might not be possible 
that the same kind of miscalculation or interpretation could apply 
to Burns Creek. 

Mrs. Prost. Will the gentleman yield fora clarification ? 

Mr. Lancen. I will be glad to. 

Mrs. Prosr. Again, reading from the report, House Document 720 
of November 27, 1950, the Palisades Dam and Reservoir project in 
Idaho, on page 8 under letter of transmittal, I should like to quote 
that: 


The Chairman of the Federal Power Commission suggests that prior to the 
time the project reaches the construction stage consideration be given to the 
possible construction of a reregulating reservoir down stream from the site 
of the Palisades project. He states that such a reservoir would permit greater 
flexibility in operation of the Palisades powerplant and larger releases from the 
Palisades Reservoir during winter months in the interest of power and further 
that power might also be produced in connection therewith. 


I am informed that Mr. Harold Nelson, director of our region in 
Idaho proceeded in accordance with the plan and had the Burns 
Creek study made before the Palisades project was even completed. 
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Mr. Lancen. May I think the gentlewoman from Idaho for that 
information. I notice the main emphasis is placed on a reregulating 
structure of some kind, and I fail to notice recommendation for ex- 
pension to a project quite as large as this one. 

Mr. Rocrrs. Mr. Haley, the gentleman from Florida reserved. his 
time and is now recognized. 

Mr. Hater. Mr. Chairman, may I inquire if the report of the 
Comptroller General of the United States of December 1, 1959, the 
short form report, is this a part of the record or a part of the file? 

Mr. McFartanp. Mr. Chairman, that report has not been inserted 
in the record of this hearing. Portions of it were put in the record 
of the Northwest account hearing. 

Mr. Hater. Mr. Chairman, this is a rather large document, but I 
think it brings out some things that should be—let us say this 

Mr. Rocrrs. Let the Chair make this observation, Mr. Haley, if it 
is all right with you, we can include it in the file at the present time. 

Mr. Harry. I so request. 

Mr. Rocrrs. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. Harry. The witness, just a short time ago, Mr. Chairman, re- 
ferred to a letter that had been previously referred to by the gentle- 
man from Pennsylvania, dated December 14, 1959, and signed by the 
Comptroller General of the United States. 

He said, I believe your statement was, that all of the letter should 
be put in the record; is that right ? 

Mr. TROMMERSHAUSEN. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hatey.: In order to be fair. 

Mr. TromMerRSHAUSEN. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Hatey. This is a letter dated December 14, 1959, as I say, it is 
addressed to the chairman of the full committee. 

I would like to read the part that I think the gentleman would like 
to have in there, because the first paragraph has nothing to do with it, 
other than it says the Columbia River power system, related activities 
for the fiscal year ending June 30. I think the part you are referring 
to that should be in the record is as follows: 





Because of the deficiencies and inconsistencies in accounting policies and 
practices mentioned in our opinion letter to the Secretary of the Interior, we 
have concluded that in the fiscal year 1958, we cannot report that the financial 
statements present fairly the financial position of the Columbia River power 
system and related activities at June 30, 1959, and the financial results of power 
operations for the year then ended. 


The deficiencies and inconsistencies in accounting policies and practices have 
existed for several years without being satisfactorily corrected or resolved. 

Isthat what the gentleman was referring to? 

Mr. TromMmersHAuseN. Congressman Haley, I have not had the 
privilege of seeing the letter. I know the problem out there is so 
complex, I thought it would be of service to the committee, if you are 
going to dig into the problem at all, that you consider all aspects of it. 

Mr. Harry. I agree with the gentleman, we ought to get all of these 
things. 

What is disturbing to me in the part read by the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania, the losses in 1938, according to the statement he read 
were $2,949, 501. ' 

Mr. TrommersHausen. Yes. 





202 BURNS CREEK PROJECT, IDAHO 


Mr. Hater. Now Palisades came on to the line in 1938; is that 
correct ? 

Mr. TromMMERSHAUSEN. There was some power produced in 1957, ag 
I recall, but 1958 can be considered as the first year of operation, 

Mr. Hatey. Now, in 1959, the losses were $6,609,820. 

Now my question is this: Is it a fact out there that the more power 
you are going to feed into these things and more you are going to put 
on the line the greater your losses are going to be? 

Mr. TromMeERSHAUSEN. Sir, I cannot speak for the Bonneville Power 
Administration, certainly. I ‘tried to explain that part of the problem 
that they have had is the fact that they have a surplus of power, they 
have more firm power av: ailable than they can sell and since you stij] 
have to pay interest and principal on the debt of the Bonneville Sys- 
tem, you have to go ahead and make those payments. 

Mr. Haney. Mr. Chairman, [ cannot hear the reply of the gentle. 
man,I amsorry. Would you read the reply ? 

(The answer was read by the reporter. ) 

Mr. Hatey. Is that right ? 

Mr. TrommersHavusen. That is right. 

Now the question that you asked about Palisades seems to lead me to 
believe you may think Palisades is in the Bonneville system. It is 
not. It is not connected financially. 

Mr. Harey. I understand that. Iam just wondering, the more stuff 
you put on the line, apparently, the more you lose. Let us go to your 
own statement on page 2 and let me ask you what you—or give usa 
little explanation of this statement. 

Mr. T ROMMERSHAUSEN. The statement on the bottom of page 2? 

Mr. Harry. No, it is the second paragraph of page 2 of your state- 
ment. Would you give us a little explanation of this situation? Ap- 
parently a survey conducted by your organization makes some very 
interesting statements. You say you were able to bring into being 
certain revenues and certain power that had not been used. Would 
you explain that a little bit? I do not quite understand it. 

Mr. TroMMERSHAUSEN. Congressman Haley, that is a very complex 
technical matter, when an engineer attempts to explain how you 
integrate three or four hydroelectric projects. 

Mr. Harry. The point I would like to have explained to me is, is 
the power available out there that is not being used? And is this 
all the power that is now brought into this system that could be used? 

Mr. TromMersHAuseN. I think the answer could be that, and the 
Buresn of Reclamation would have to confirm this because they made 
the final study, that the 30,000 kilowatts of additional power which 
resulted from the complete integration of the existing Bureau plants 
in Idaho and the Idaho Power Co. system, a better utilization of 
water and the Idaho Power Co. has some additional plants coming in 
on the middle Snake River. Al] of those things contributed to the 
fact that you could produce more power with the existing generators 
by a more effective use, if I may put it that way, or integration of the 
projects, and in that way they were able to find 30,000 kilowatts of 
additional power for the preference customers which the Bureau 
sold at the firm power rate. 

Previous to that time, these plants were not fully integrated, it 
was not so situated that it could be used to deliver firm power ‘ad 





used : 
dump 
are re 
be do 
menti 
Mr. 
crease 
Mr. 
have : 
shoul 
Mr 
Recla 
powe! 
- : 
nght 
Mr 
way, 
As 
fits a 
the B 
porta 
statin 
We | 
powe 
a litt 
sumr 
Co. a 
been 
Mi 
dicat 
any 
else ? 
Mi 
M 
had 
Is th 
M. 
not : 
Pow 
In 
ship 
ment 
toa 
to as 
M 
they 
not s 
I 
M 
M 
basi 
A 
M 


acre 





wm 


ul 


nm 


-—~- 


—- © @D 


‘n 


it 
d 


BURNS CREEK PROJECT, IDAHO 203 


used as firm power and so the Bureau sold some of the output as 
dump power. So what you are doing by integration, sir, is that you 
are really upgrading your quality of | power, and that same thing can 
be done not only hydro to hydro, that same thing can be done, as I 
mentioned yeste rday, hy dro to steam. 

Mr. Haey. You say under that arrangement, you brought in in- 
creased revenues of about $100,000 a year, is that correct ? 

Mr. TROMMERSHAUSEN. That is our rough estimate and we don’t 
have access to the Bureau’s cost and if you want the exact figure, you 
should obtain it from the Bureau. 

Mr. Hatey. The point I am trying to determine: is the Bureau of 
Reclamation out there not using power to the best advantage or is the 
power g going to waste now? It is one or the other. They are either 
not using the facilities they have or they are not disposing of it in the 
right manner Is that correct ? 

Mr. TROMMER SHAUSEN. No, I do not think I would answer it in that 

way, Sir. 

As additional projects are built in a hydro system, additional bene- 
fits accrue by integration. And the transmission lines that connect 
the Bonneville system with the Idaho Power Co. system also have im- 
portant integrating factors. So I would not criticize the Bureau by 
stating they ‘have not historically made the best use of their facilities. 
We pointed out that with this new market deve eloping of summer 
power that by a different arrangement of the integration process, with 

a little firming up, this dump power could be used satisfactorily for 
summer firm pumping, and both the Bureau and the Idaho Power 
Co. agreed to it and, subsequently, entered into a contract such as has 
been referred to here. 

Mr. Harey. In other words, your statement here, of course, in- 
dicates there is $100,000 more a year in revenues brought in without 
any additional outlay of capital, or any construction or anything 
else ? 

Mr. TRoMMERSHAUSEN. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Harry. So somebody out there had not used the facilities, or 
had not fully developed the project that they had already in hand. 
Is that right ? 

Mr. Trommersnavsen. I think you could say perhaps there was 
not agreement between the Bureau of Reclamation and the Idaho 
Power Co. that the projects should be operated this way. 

In-order to do an integration job between facilities under two owner- 
ships, you have to reach agreement as to certain things and the agree- 
ments came into being during this period. Why they did not come 
toa decision on full integration a year or so earlier, you would have 
toask the Bureau or the Idaho Power C O., SIP. 

Mr. Hatey. That is what I wanted to find out from the Bureau when 
they are up here. If they are not using what they have now, I do 
not see why they want to build something else. 

Ithink that is all. 

Mr. Rocers. Mr. Hosmer ? 

Mr. Hosmer. I would like to ask the witness a few questions on the 
basis of your remarks, relative to the need for irrigation storage. 

As I understand it, there is a need for about 100,000 acre- feet. 

Mr. TrommersuAusen. There was an oversubscription of 300,000 
acre-feet for the Palisades project. 
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Mr. Hosmer. I realize that, but you make reference to the amount 
of 100,000 feet as being required as additional dead storage capacity 
for the Palisades project in order to take care of 5 or 6 years every 
30 years or soofadry cycle. Isthat right? ' 

Mr. TrROMMERSHAUSEN. No, sir; I apparently did not make myself 
completely understood. ; 

In describing the Burns Creek with reference to cost allocation, J 
believe I pointed out in the reservoir which costs $13 million there 
was about 100,000 acres of dead storage not usable for irrigation, but 
used simply to increase the head on the power project and that there 
was a 100,000 acres of active storage which was dedicated to irrigation 
storage, plus the 17,000 acre-feet of regulating storage which was used 
to improve the operation of Palisades and Burns Creek electric plants, 

Mr. Hosmer. The Bureau came up with $775,000 allocation for irri- 
gation in this project on the basis of 100,000 acre-feet of storage at 
$7.75 an acre-foot. Are you familiar with that ? 

Mr. TromMersHauseN. I am familiar with that figure, sir, but I 
believe I quoted that not as an amount of allocation. The allocation 
is $849,000, sir. Seven hundred and seventy-five thousand is the 
amount the farmers will repay for the use of the 100,000 acres of 
storage. 

Mr. Hosmer. How much of this storage is attributable to irriga- 
tion ¢ 

Mr. TromMeERSHAUSEN. 100,000, sir. 

Mr. Hosmer. We get back to that 100,000 figure. That is what brings 
this within the purview of the Bureau of Reclamation; is that correct? 

Mr. TROMMERSHAUSEN. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hosmer. In addition to the 100,000 acre-feet of irrigation water 
the Burns Creek concept has been developed into a project which was 
made for that plus power because of the various physical features of 
the territory and because people want power and so on. Is that cor- 
rect ¢ 

Mr. Trommersuavsen. The 98 percent allocation is a man-made 
figure arrived at by using one of the several historical methods used 
to decide how much to charge to the 100,000 acre-feet, how much to 
charge to Fish and Wildlife, and how much to charge to power. 

Mr. Hosmer. My question, sir, was a little more fundamental than 
that. My question revolved around the fact that what brought this 
whole thing up here was need for additional 100,000 acre-feet of 
storage. 

Mr. TrommersHavseN. That plus the recommendation of the Fed- 
eral Power Commission you could improve the earning power and 
power output of Palisades by reregulating. 

Mr. Hosmer. But if you did not have a 100,000 acre-feet of necessary 
irrigation storage to hang this on, the plug would come out of the 
bottom and you would have to go to some other committee with this 
thing, would you not ? 

Mr. TrommersHavseNn. That I cannot give you an answer because 
I do not know what the distinction is when you go to a flood control 
committee or what distinguishes a reclamation project. If you took a 
reclamation system 





Mr. Hosmer. It is kind of like pregnancy, with 2 percent pregnancy, 
I guess it is pretty much all over, and you have 2 percent irrigation 
in here so this is an irrigation project in your mind; is that right? 
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Mr. TRoMMERSHAUSEN. It is an irrigation project, sir, as presented. 

Mr. Hosmer. If we can discard from our mind for a moment the 

wer features of 98 percent of the project and get back to 100,000 
acre-feet of storage, would it be possible, not downstream, but up- 
stream, from Palisades, to provide this additional storage capacity ¢ 

Mr. TROMMERSHAUSEN. Sir, in response to your question, I have dis- 
cussed this matter with the Bureau of Reclamation engineers and they 
tell me that the project which Congressman Saylor discussed, the Nar- 
rows project in Wyoming, has been considered as a potential site for 
additional storage and that the State of W yoming is not in favor of 
the project being submitted for consideration. 

There is no place in Idaho where they can go. 

Mr. TROMMERSHAUSEN. There is no known place, as was testified 
yesterday, between Milner Dam and the Idaho State line, where you 
can get any additional storage, 

Mr. Hosmer. As small amount of storage as a 100,000 acre-feet ? 

Mr. TROMMERSHAUSEN. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hosmer. No place along the whole river ? 

Mr. TrommMersHAUSEN. I say the authority on the river Lynn 
Crandall 

Mr. Hosmer. You are the firm going into this thing with a fine tooth 
comb. 

Mr. TROMMERSHAUSEN. To make a study of a river and all the hy- 
draulic profiles to determine whether or not a new project is financially 
feasible is a cost that should not be put on a small group of preference 
users. 

As I testified, we were willing to take the testimony of a professional 
man who had known the river for 40 years, Lynn Crandall, and he said 
there are no other acceptable sites than Burns Creek. We have to rest 
our case on that, otherwise we would have to go out and make some 
independent surveys which should not be put on the expense of our 
clients, the preference power customers. 

Mr. Hosmer. Assuming such a location could be found, would a con- 
struction cost of between $8 and $10 an acre-foot be a reasonable cost 
of the storage dam under normal construction conditions in an area ? 

Mr. TromMErsHAUSEN. No. I do not think you could get storage 
at $8 or $9 an acre-foot on that section of the Snake River. 

Mr. Hosmer. What would your estimate be ? 

Mr. TromMersuauseENn. I would hesitate to make a guess. 

Mr. Hosmer. Would it be less than $20? 

Mr. TromMeErRSHAUSEN. I think it would be more than that. 

Mr. Hosmer. Would it be less than $30? 

Mr. TromMERSHAUSEN. I think it would be more than that. 

Mr. Hosmer. Would it be less than $40? 

Mr. TrommersHausen. I cannot, not having studied the river, I 
cannot give a professional answer as to what storage would cost on 
the Snake River. So, beyond that point, I cannot help you. But, the 
Bureau engineers probably are the ones that should testify. 

Mr. Hosmer. It is not going to run over $50 an acre-foot, if you 
built the stuff out of sapphire, would it 2 

Mr. Trommersuavusen. I cannot give you a professional answer on 
something I have not even seen. 

51710—60-—_14 








206 BURNS CREEK PROJECT, IDAHO 


Mr. Sartor. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Hosmer. I will yield. 

Mr. Sartor. Mr. Trommershausen, up to this point, I had a great 
deal of confidence in you as an engineer, but I am afraid you did not 
read the Bureau’s report very well which you state you are relying 
upon, because in the letter of transmittal on this project, here, is on 
page 23 the following, House Document No. 147, 85th Congress, is 
session : 

Alternatives exist to the capacity in the Burns Creek reservoir assigned ty 
hold over irrigation storage. This amount of storage could be provided in a reg. 
ervoir at Alpine, Johnny County, Hoback, or any of several other sites on the 
Snake River or principal tributaries. Also it would be possible to enlarge Ameri. 
ean Falls Reservoir to attain additional holdover irrigation storage. 

You said you relied upon the Bureau and there was no other place 
on the river this could be done, and you were basing your figures oy 
the Bureau testimony, maybe you had better go back and read what 
the Bureau had to say about this project. 

Mr. TromMMERSHAUSEN. What page was that, again? 

Mr. Sartor. Page 23. 

Mr. TromMMERSHAUSEN. I recall the statement that you read and if 
my memory serves me right; I read this last week, and the Bureay 
said these other alternatives were not found to be feasible. So with 
that I left it. 

Mr. Hosmer. Are you familiar with the Alpine location ? 

Mr. TROMMERSHAUSEN. No, sir. 

Mr. Hosmer. Johnny County location ? 

Mr. TROMMERSHAUSEN. No, sir. 

Mr. Hosmer. Hoback location ? 

Mr. TROMMERSHAUSEN. No,sir. 

Mr. Hosmer. Are you familiar with the American Falls Reservoir! 

Mr. TROMMERSHAUSEN. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hosmer. How big a reservoir is it ? 

Mr. TromMeErsHAUSEN. I do not know the exact acre-feet, it is per- 
haps over a million. 

Mr. Hosmer. Over a million? 

Mr. TROMMERSHAUSEN. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hosmer. What kind of a dam is there? 

Mr. TromMeErRsHAUSEN. A concrete structure. 

Mr. Hosmer. Concrete? 

Mr. TRoMMERSHAUSEN. Concrete. 

Mr. Hosmer. In your opinion, could that concrete structure be en- 
larged to provide for an additional 100,000 acre-feet of storage? 

Mr. Trommersuavsen. I did not make an inspection of the Ameri- 
can Falls structure, or the design drawings upon which that strue- 
ture was made and, again, I am going to give you the answer I gave 
Congressman Saylor. The Bureau says they considered these alterna- 
tives and found them not feasible and we were not authorized by our 
clients to make a complete series of independent analyses. 

Mr. Hosmer. Then, sir, I will ask you to assume something. As 
sume that this American Falls River Dam can be heightened to pro- 
vide an additional 100,000 acre-feet to the some million-plus capacity 
there. With the background and experience of your company in the 
fields you have related, what would you estimate to be the probably 
cost of adding such capacity ? 
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Mr, TROMMERSHAUSEN. I would not attempt, at this time, even with 
our experience, to make an estimate on a project of that magnitude be- 
cause I do not know what facilities would be flooded, which you have 
to take into consideration when you plan on adding height to an exist- 
ing structure. The possibilities 

Afr. Hosmer. Let us just take the cement construction on the dam 
itself and knock out what property you would have to acquire to 
get it. 

Mr, TrommersHAUSEN. If there were no substantial properties that 
had to be flooded, and if this some 30-year-old structure is of a nature 
that it could be broadened and heightened, if all the factors were 
favorable, it is possible you could add 100,000 acre-feet in American 
Falls at a reasonable cost. 

Mr. Hosmer. Would you care to give the upper and lower limit 
of what might be a reasonable cost ? 

Mr. TROMMERSHAUSEN. No, sir, I would not; but I would help you 
in this regard: it would certainly be less than the $45 million planned 
for Burns Creek. 

Mr. Hosmer. Less? 

Mr. TROMMERSHAUSEN. Yes. 

Mr. Hosmer. You are not going out on a limb when you say that? 

Mr. TROMMERSHAUSEN. No, sir. 

Mr. Hosmer. I hope you will take this page 23 Mr. Saylor read 
to you, and think it over, and if you feel compelled to add anything 
to your testimony, you contact the chairman and I hope he will give 
you the oppor tunity to do so. 

That is all. 

Mr. TromMERSHAUSEN. Thank you. 

Mr. Rocers. Mr. Rutherford ? 

Mr. Ruruerrorp. No questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rocers. Mr. Ullman? 

Mr. Utitman. No questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rocrers. Mr. Westland ? 

Mr. Westianp. No questions. 

Mr. Rocrers. Mr. McGinley ? 

Mr. McGintry. No questions. 

Mr. Rocers. Mr. Trommershausen, there is just one set of ques- 
tions I want to ask you about this payout situation. 

How much percentagewise would you need to raise the power rates 
that have been figured into this Burns Creek project, if you were re- 
quired to pay it out in 50 years, integrated with Palisades? 

Mr. TromMERSHAUSEN. Chairman Rogers, we have not made such 
a study because we did not know a problem of that nature would be 
presented at this hearing. 

A study could be made by the Bureau of Reclamation, since they 
have all the basic data, but I have reason to believe since we are only 

talking about anywhere from 2 to 6 to 8 years, and the fact you may 
be able to sell some peaking power to the utilities, if you build this 
project, that I would give an offhand estimate, and if you want us to 
check it, I would have to do that. It might raise the cost, perhaps, as 
much as half a mill per kilowatt-hour. 

Mr. Rogers. In other words, that would bring it within the 50-year 
period ? 

Mr. TrommMersHausen. Yes. 
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Mr. Rocrrs. How would that compare with private power that 
could be made available ? 

Mr. Trommersnausen. The testimony that you have heard is that 
the rates offered by the private companies are from 8 to 10 mills a kilo. 
watt-hour. So this shortening of the payout period of the combined 
Burns Creek-Palisades project would bring this power up to 5 or 54 
mills as compared to the 8 or 10 mills, the rate at which power has been 
offered by the companies. 

Mr. Rocers. That assumes the integration with Palisades. Can yoy 
give us an estimate of how much it would be required to be raised if 
Burns Creek were required to stand on its own feet, so to speak ? 

Mr. ‘TROMMERSHAUSEN. We did not make an independent study of 
those costs of Burns Creek standing on its own feet, as the testimony 
of the Bureau of Reclamation engineers, I believe, before the Senate— 


again I am trusting here on my memory—was about 5% mills for 
Burns Creek standing alone. 


Mr. Rogers. Standing alone? 

Mr. TroMMERSHAUSEN. That is right. 

Mr. Rocers. That would be a 50-year payout period ? 

Mr. TRoMMERHAUSEN. I presume that 1s the period they—the Bu- 
reau—used. 

Mr. Rocers. Thank you very much, Mr. Trommerhausen. 

The first witness for the opponents of the project will be Mr. E. M, 
Naughton, president, and Mr. E. A. Hunter, administrative assistant, 
both of the Utah Power & Light Co. 


Mr. Naughton and Mr. Hunter, if you will come forward, you will 
be recognized. 


STATEMENT OF E. M. NAUGHTON, PRESIDENT, UTAH POWER é 


LIGHT CO., ACCOMPANIED BY A. HUNTER, ADMINISTRATIVE 
ASSISTANT, SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 


Mr. Naventon. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
am EK, M. Naughton, president, Utah Power & Light Co. 

Mr. Hunter is my associate, administrative assistant. We are ap- 
pearing here together in the interest of the committee’s time. 

I reside in Salt Lake City. I appear to oppose the Burns Creek 
project (S. 281) which this committee has under consideration. 
This legislation would authorize a large power project. It certainly 
is not worthy to be called a reclamation project. 

About 10 years ago a true reclamation project—Palisades on the 
Snake River in southeastern Idaho—was authorized for construction. 
Our company, with landowners and other citizens of the area, actively 
supported that legislation because it would bring water to land. We 
appeared before congressional committees in support of that legis- 
lation. 

Our company is now almost 50 years old. We have cooperated and 
worked diligently to promote the economic growth and development 
of the natural, agricultural, and industrial resources of the areas we 
have served for all those years. Long ago, we realized that for basic 
industries to flourish within an area where rain and snowfall are not 
plentiful, and sometimes unpredictable, that the precipitation we 
receive must be prudently husbanded. 
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As a company, we have always supported the development of sound 
water resource projects. We have worked with the Bureau of Re- 
clamation in conceiving, planning, and developing a great many proj- 
ects. In order to bring about a number of Federal projects, our 
company adjusted certain of its longstanding water rights to assist 
the Bureau in developing water for purposes other than power gen- 
eration. Our record is eminently clear in support of water dev elop- 
ment on the upper Colorado River. 

As a company, we have fostered the generation of electric power 
where such generation is a proper adjunct to the development of 
water for agricultural, re or culinary purposes. 

During the hearings relating to the Palisades authorization 10 
years ago, consideration was given to the possible ultimate need of a 
small reregulating reservoir downstream from the Palisades project 
to alleviate inter ference with water levels at head gates of irrigators 
along the river. Our company did not disagree with the construction 
of such a reservoir, if its need be proven. 

Construction of the Palisades project was completed about 3 years 
ago. We have a contract with the Bureau of Reclamation under 
which we purchase “dump” power from the project, which provides 
needed revenues to help amortize it. Lines from the Palisades project 
feed into our transmission network. During those 3 years no definite 
need has been proved for any reregulation downstream from the 
Palisades Dam. 

It is interesting to note that even before the Palisades project 
went into operation the Bureau of Reclamation conceived, designed, 
and promoted construction of a high dam to form a reregulating 
reservoir some 10 times the size of the one considered 10 years ago, 
and with 90,000 kilowatts of capacity. The Bureau called it a re- 
clamation project—Burns Creek—even though it admitted that 98 
percent of its proposed cost would be allocated to electric power. 

This project is not needed. It would cost over $500 per kilowatt 
as compared to Palisades’ $185 per kilowatt. It would saddle a true 
reclamation project—Palisades—with unneeded financial responsi- 
bility and thus greatly delay the time when revenues from Palisades 
could be put to far more beneficial purposes. Oddly enough, a sound 
reclamation project—Palisades eit subsidize an unsound power 
project—Burns Creek—to provide electric power to a few preference 
customers who have available to them ample power from private 
utilities. 

The electric companies have always pris and are now willing and 
able to supply all power needs of the area. We also have compre- 
hensive long-range plans for providing all future power needs. The 
ppag utility companies of the Rocky “Mountain region plan to spend 

2.5 billion in the next 15 years. This will prov ide new generating 
r and other facilities which will increase the amount ‘of electric 
power now available by 7 million kilowatts. Utah Power & Light 
Co. alone plans to spend $625 million in the same period to provide 
1,500,000 kilowatts of new generating capacity and associated facili- 
ties. My company is presently engaged in building the Kemmerer 
steam electric plant in western Wyoming, w hich will have an ultimate 
capacity of 500,000 kilowatts and will cost in excess of $80 million. 
These facilities, provided by the private utilities at not one penny of 
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cost to the Federal Government—in fact, we are large taxpayers rather 
than tax consumers—will be adequate to supply the total area’s elec. 
tric roads, including those of the preference customers. 

Burns Creek is certainly not a reclamation project. It would pro. 
vide only 100,000 acre-feet of supplemental water to lands already 
well supplied; 100,000 acre-feet of water certainly would have little, 
if any, effect on drought conditions when we consider that the 
reservoir development on the upper Snake impounds some 4.5 million 
acre-feet of water. Bureau witnesses have testified that the need for 
this supplemental water from Burns Creek might occur two or three 
times in a 50-year period. 

Senator Church has stated before the Senate last summer that the 
Burns Creek project is needed as an insurance policy against drought, 
I submit that such an insurance policy would saddle the American 
taxpayers with a $50 million premium with a very negligible, if any, 
benefit. I refer you to the record—page 12, “Supplemental report on 
Palisades Dam, June 1949.” 

The table shows that if Palisades were authorized—it has now 
been built—there would remain a shortage of 2,586,000 acre-feet in ir- 
rigation water in a year like 1934. May I ask this committee what 
benefit 100,000 acre-feet from Burns Creek would be to meet a 
shortage of 2.6 million acre-feet? It would meet only 4 percent of the 
total need at a price of nearly $50 million. 

Mr. N. B. Bennett, now Assistant Commissioner of Reclamation, 
has inferred that once the U.S. Government supplies any power to a 
preference customer that it incurs an obligation to supply preference 
customer’s needs, no matter what they may be, forver. In testifying 
before a Senate committee, Mr. Bennett states: 2 
* * * these people (preference customers) now have contracts for power with 
the Federal Government and we believe that they should continue to receive 
from the Federal Government power to meet their growing loads. 

One would infer from his testimony that ultimately when all hydro- 
sites are developed, then the U.S. Government would construct steam 
or other generating facilities as might be required for these prefer- 
ence customers. 

Further operating experience with the Palisades project may de- 
velop the need for some downstream regulation—that need has not 
developed as yet—but reregulation can be supplied as it was con- 
ceived by the Bureau of Reclamation 10 years ago, with construction 
of a small reservoir, say 17,000 to 18,000 acre-feet, requiring a very low 
dam, at a cost estimated at $414 million. Incidentally, that is a 
pretty accurately drawn estimate. If such need develops, certainly 
our company would wholeheartedly support it. 

Speaking of the need for reregulating reservoirs on rivers subject 
to wide flow variations because of changing rates of release of water 
for irrigation and power generation, I submit that if the need for re- 
regulation downstream from the Palisades project be proved the same 
type reregulation would be required downstream from a Burns Creek 
project if it should have a 90,000 kilowatt plant, because the same wa- 
ter would be released into the same streambed. 

Our company has made a very careful study of the economies of 
Burns Creek which definitely proves that the entire project is infeasi- 
ble and unnecessary. My associate, Mr. E. A. Hunter, is thoroughly 
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familiar with those studies and will testify in detail during these pro- 
ceedings as to his findings and opinion. 

Thank you very much. 

Mrs. Prost (presiding). Thank you, Mr. Naughton. 

Would you like to proceed, Mr. Hunter ? 

Mr. Hunter. Yes, if the Chair so desires, I would: 

Mr. Hater. Mrs. Chairman, might we be allowed to question Mr. 
Naughton here before he gets away ! 

Mrs. Prost. Certainly, and I also have a few questions I would 
like to ask Mr. Naughton. 

I believe you stated that your company purchases power from the 
Palisades project. 

Mr. Naveuton. Yes, Madam, we purchase about 150 million kilo- 
watt-hours a year from Palisades. We made that agreement before 
the project was completed. Our interest in purchasing it goes to our 
desire to aid the payout of the project. We pay the offset price to 
which we would be put were we to generate it from our fuel-burning 
plant. 

Mrs. Prost. Do you buy other hydropower from the Bureau of 
Reclamation ? 

Mr. Naucuton. Yes, Madam, we buy some hydropower from the 
Bureau at the Deer Creek project near Provo, Utah, it is a small 5,000- 
kilowatt project. 

Mrs. Prosr. Does your company buy power from the Idaho Power 
Co.? 

Mr. Naveuton. Yes, Madam, since 1927, we have bought power 
from the Idaho Power Co. Conversely, that company has bought 
power from our company. Through arangement of that type, we 
are able to pool our reserve capacity, which pooling inures to the 
benefits of each of our respective customers. 

At the present time, we have a contract with the Idaho Power Co. 
for 50,000 kilowatts of firm power. We have another contract which 
will go into effect on October 1, 1961. The latter contract to which 
I refer was worked out about 2 years ago, and as a result of working 
it out, we delayed the construction of our Kemmerer development 
by 2 years. 

Mrs. Prosr. Will some of this power come from the Idaho Power 
Ox Bow plant below the Brownlee project ? 

Mr. Naveuton. I believe that is a fair assumption. 

Mrs. Prost. Do you also buy power from the Montana Power Co.? 

Mr. Navcuton. We buy power from the Montana Power Co. and 
conversely Montana buys power from us. 

Mrs. Prost. Mr. Naughton, what effect do you think the purchaser 
of this hydropower has upon the coal industry ? 

Mr. Naveuton. Any time, Mrs. Pfost, that we buy hydropower 
it has a reducing effect on the amount of coal that we would buy from 
the coal industry. 

Mrs. Prost. Does your company use anything other than coal, 
to generate electricity ? 

Mr. Naventon. Yes, Madam. We burn a product called byproduct 
pitch from an oil refinery near Salt Lake City, and we also buy gas 
on an interruptible basis for two of our plants. 


Mrs. Prosr. I believe you were here yesterday, were you not, Mr. 
Naughton ? 
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Mr. Navucuton. I was. 

Mrs. Prosr. You probably heard the statement made then that there 
will be 600 coal miners thrown out of work or lose their jobs if the 
Burns Creek project is developed. This seems to be a unique circum. 
stance since you are using other fuels than coal for generation, 

Let me ask you another question, Mr. Naughton. Supposing Burns 
Creek is constructed, will the Utah Power & ‘Light Co. curtail its con. 
struction of the Kemmerer, Wyo., plant as the result of the construe. 
tion of Burns Creek ? 

Mr. Navucuron. You have made a question, and then asked me 
question. If I might take the liberty of clarifying your statement, 
Mrs. P fost. 

Congressman Dixon inadvertently used a figure of 600 miners. [ 
think the Congressman would appreciate it, ‘and the coal people— 
and incident ally, I have some knowledge of the power required for 
coal mining—if I would correct that figure from 600 to 120. The 
Congressman’s use of 20,000 man-days was correct, but his arithmetic 
got a little bit off. 

With reference to your question, the construction of a 90,000- 
kilowatt plant that will generate electricity means that less coal will 
be purchased to go with the energy from 90,000-kilowatt. capacity, 

The amount of coal with such capacity is about a quarter of a mil- 
lion tons per year. Insofar as its effect. on our Kemmerer develop- 
ment is concerned, I have this to say: Burns Creek is going to supply 
a certain amount of load. It will produce some dump power. But we, 
as a utility, must make certain that we have firm capacities when we 
need it. So Burns Creek will not delay our Aer development, 
but it certainly will curtail, by approximately 2 250,000 tons a year, 
the amount of coal that we might otherwise use. 

I can express that in a different way which might be helpful to 
this committee. When the Palisades project came “into operation in 
about February of 1957, two rural electric « cooperatives, the Lost 
River Electric Cooperative and the Fall River Electric C ooperative, 
respectively, which had been buying all of their requirements, since 
their inception in the early forties, ‘made contracts with the Bureau 
of Reclamation. The C ity of Idaho Falls which had bought all of 
its supplemental power since the beginning of World War IT also 
had a contract with the Bureau of Reclamation for Palisades power. 

So actually these three customers had worked up, over a period of 
about 18 years to some 21,000 kilowatts of demand. So overnight, 
with the advent of Palisades, we lost about $750,000 of revenues. It 
was not unexpected, we planned for it, and I use that by way of illus- 
trating that we have alw ays gotten along with rural electric coopera- 
tives and we have alw ays, and plan to, continue to get along with 
the Bureau of Reclamation. We have many things in common. 

Mrs. Prost. Mr. Naughton, I am not able to understand, since you 
are so concerned about the coal generation, the loss of jobs in ‘the 
coal generating plants, why it is you continue to reach out and enter 
into contracts for hydropower instead of producing with your coal 
plants. 

Mr. Navenron. I think the answer to that, Mrs. Pfost, is quite 
simple. As the president of a utility company of medium size, I have 
certain responsibilities to our customers, to. the people who own it, 
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our stockholders, and to our approximately 2,000 employees to provide 
electric power to our customers at the lowest possible rate that we 
know how. That has been our desire and objective for 50 years. 

There is quite a competitive situation in fuels in our territory which 
inure substantially to the benefit of our customers. 

There is a refinery near Salt Lake that has a byproduct. It is in 
the interest of Utah’s natural resources that use be made of that by- 

roduct. In May of 1947, we entered into an agreement with the 
Standard Oil Co. of California, whereby we would utilize that in the 
operation of our Gasby plant in Salt Lake City. 

Likewise, as you know from testimony from people who have ap- 

ared before you, gas companies desire to have a reasonable annual 
load factor and not have to build facilities, pipelines and so forth, 
that have to be large enough to meet a peak demand in the wintertime 
of short duration. 

So as the committee likely well knows, there is available what we 
call dump gas. We buy a certain amount of dump gas for the partial 
operation of two of our large plants. 

You mention hydro, Mrs. Pfost. The Idaho Power Co., under an 
order in the Federal Power Commission, must build, as you know, 
being from Idaho, in the period of 9 years, three plants along the 
Hells Canyon section of the river. There are rather categorical 
‘alendar dates that that company must make. 

So you have capacity available and loads develop at a certain rate 
depending on the economy of the area. Idaho found itself with more 
capacity that it was required to install than it had need for. Al- 
though, there is no corporate relationship whatever between our com- 
pany and the Idaho Power Co., or between our company and the 
Montana Power Co. we have a rather close business association. These 
contracts we work out with one another, inure definitely to the bene- 
fit of our customers which is why we are in business. 

When the Idaho Power Co. found itself with that capacity, its presi- 
dent, Mr. Roach, came to me and asked would we consider delaying 
our Kemmerer development. 

Naturally, for two men to reach an agreement, the agreement has 
to be satisfactory to both parties and that agreement was worked 
out to our mutual satisfaction and I can assure you it was for the 
benefit of all of the customers of the Utah Power & Light Co. Those 
things will go on. 

I, of course, answer categorically your statement as to the effect on 
the coal business. The construction at Burns Creek is going to gene- 
rate some power and that power is equivalent. to 250,000 tons of coal 
a year. 

Mrs. Prost. Would it not be advantageous to the Utah Power Co. 
to have the Palisades peaking capacity released so you might be able 
to use it ? 

Mr. Naventon. I do not believe you mean Palisades there. 

Mrs. Prost. Palisades with Burns Creek integration. I should have 
clarified my question. 

Mr. Navenron. I will answer your question in two parts. 

Wintertime brings about the maximum load on our system, the maxi- 
mum period that occurs. That is the time that we must have our great- 
est capacity, that is the time when we try to avoid taking units out of 
service for overhaul, maintenance, and so forth. 
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Unfortunately, as you well know, Idaho rivers do not work that 
way, they have the maximum flow during the summertime. So, ae- 
tually, there is no capacity benefit, no appreciable capacity benefit from 
either the Palisades project nor would there be from the Burns Creek 
project. 

Mr. Nelson, about 314 years ago, sent one of his engineers down to 
discuss that possibility with our engineers with respect to Burns Creek. 
We have advised Mr. Nelson that any capacity of that type in the 
wintertime was of negligible value and if it did not have energy as. 
sociated with it, would be of no value whatever. : 

There just simply is not enough water in the Snake River in the 
wintertime. It is far more beneficial for agriculture than it is for 
the generation of electric power. 

Mrs. Prost. In other words, in your opinion, it would be of no ad- 
vantage whatsoever to Utah Power & Light to have the additional] 
power which would be available coming from the two integrated 
plants? 

Mr. Naucuron. Speaking as the president of a corporation which 
pays quite a heavy income tax, I would say that it would be definitely 
disadvantageous to the Utah Power & Light Co. because it would be 
a flagrant waste of taxpayers’ money. 

Mrs. Prost. I notice on page 5 of your statement you refer to 17,000 
or 18,000 acre-feet reservoir requiring a very low dam at an estimated 
cost of $414 million. And you say that you would certainly support 
it if a need were found. 

Mr. Naveuton. Yes, madam. 

Mrs. Prosr. Who do you think would benefit from this small reser- 
voir? 

Mr. Navueuton. Mrs. Pfost, the need for the reregulation has not as 
yet been proven, but the only objective in building such a reregulat- 
ing reservoir would be to prevent interference with the water levels 
at headgates of irrigators and the problem is only one of short dura- 
tion, but could be of importance. 

The duration occurs in the early spring at the beginning of irriga- 
tion season and in the late summer at the end of the irrigation sea- 
son. During the summertime, when the releases from Palisades are 
at a maximum no reregulation whatsoever is necessary. But my only 
point was that we did not oppose reregulation 10 years ago and if it 
is required, and I would rely entirely on the judgment of the Bureau 
with respect to that, we would not oppose it. But we certainly are 
opposed to the powerplant that has been superimposed upon this small 
reregulating reservoir. 

Mrs. Prost. Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance of my time, if I 
have any. 

Mr. Rocers (presiding). The gentleman from Pennsylvania, Mr. 
Savlor? 

Mr. Sartor. I will reserve my time until Mr. Hunter has had a 
chance to testify. 

Mr. Rocers. Mr. Haley? 

Mr. Harr. Mr. Naughton, you stated your corporation supported 
the construction of Palisades because it was a true irrigation project. 

Mr. Naventon. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hatey. If this project was an irrigation project you would 
have no serious objection to it, would you? 
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Mr. Navcuton. None, whatsoever. _ 

Mr. Hatey. All of the witnesses continue to use a figure of 98 per- 
cent power. Actually the figure should be approximately 98.3 for 

ower and 1.7 forirrigation. _ 

Mr. Naughton, is there in this general area now a definite shortage 
of power ; , ‘ 

Mr, Naveuton. No, sir. I think on the contrary, there is a marked 
surplus of power as I believe Mr. Hunter will bring out. 

Mr. Harry. Will there be any shortage of power in the foreseeable 
future ? : ¥ 

Mr. Naucuton. None, whatsoever. And in connection with that 
point, I happened to be here when I heard Mayor O’Bryant from 
Idaho Falls. I do not think Mayor O’Bryant brought out an im- 
portant point with respect to his available power supply for his city. 

Our company has a 10-year obligation which is rather new, I do not 
think it is over 6 months old, which binds us to supply him and every- 
thing he may need during a 10-year period. And we are ready, will- 
ing, and able to do that any time he wants it. 

Mr. Hatey. That takes into consideration, of course, I have heard 
various figures here, but the information that I have is that the need 
is increasing out there at about 8 percent a year. Is that substantially 
correct ? 

Mr. Naventon. I think the figure might be a little bit high, Mr. 
Haley, but let’s assume it is substantially correct. 

Mr. Hater. I have heard percentages mentioned here as high as 15 
percent. 

Mr. Naucuron. I think the figure of 15 percent would be completely 
unrealistic. I think one of 8 percent is one within the area of realism. 

Mr. Hatey. Mr. Naughton, as a businessman and as the president 
of a corporation out there, you have quite a stake in this thing both as 
a taxpayer and as an operator. You must have made considerable 
studies of the cost of this project. As you know the power situation, 
do you believe that the construction of the Burns Creek project, based 
on, say a $50 million project would have revenues sufficient to pay, say, 
3 percent ¢ 

Mr. Navcnron. I am sure not at the sale price contemplated by the 
Bureau, they would not begin to pay it. 

Mr. Hatey. Do you think you could earn some money for your 
stockholders with the $50 million on this project ? 

Mr. Navenron. I could not. 

Mr. Harey. You would be operating at a loss, just like they are 
going to have to operate at a loss ? 

Mr. Navcuron. Very definitely, sir. 

Mr. Harry. Of course, you are in the unfortunate position that 
borrowing money or selling bonds, you have to pay, I imagine, around 
) percent. 

Mr. Naventon. If we were to borrow money today, I think we 
would pay around 5 or 5% percent, without a doubt. 

Mr. Harry. Of course, that is what the Treasury of the United 
States is paying and, therefore in letting this money out to the project 
out there, of course, in the first place you are subsidizing to the extent 
of the tune of 2 percent, which must be borne, of course, by the tax- 
payers of the Nation. 

Mr. Navcnton. Right. 
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Mr. Harry. And yet it is your statement that even on the basis of 
3 percent you do not believe you could operate a project out there and 
break even, could you ¢ 

Mr. Naucuron. No, sir; we could not. 

Mr. Hater. This reregulating, if the need were shown and I believe 
you say the need had not been established, you have, of course, gone 
into it and have some figures as to what the reregulation dam would 
cost. 

Mr. Naueuton. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Harry. Would you care to quote me a figure ? 

Mr. Navenron. The reregulating dam in my judgment, and this js 
based on a rather careful statement which I had made, is $414 million. 
I believe that with anyone interested I could get a contract to build 
such a dam for $414 million. That is my best judgment. 

Mr. Harry. Would that dam meet the need of reregulating this 
river out there if it was constructed and have what might be a very, 
very small irrigation project mvolved ¢ 

Mr. Naverron. My discussions with people who are affected by the 
river and my gener: al know ledge of the river, it is my judgment that a 
reservoir of some 17,000 to 18,000 acre-feet would very amply and ade- 
quately meet the situation. 

Mr. Harry. The building of this project would delay the payout of 
Palisades for approxim: itely how many years ? 

Mr. Navenron. About 26 years. 

Mr. Harry. So, your statement is that it would delay the repayment 
of the Palisades project which apparently is a fairly sound projeet— 

Mr. Naueuton. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Harry. And load it down with additional operating expense 
and delay the repayment for 26 years, thereby depriving proba ably 
other worthy irrigation and reclamation projects of some assistance! 

Mr. Naventon. Right. 

Mr. Hater. In ep ard to the statement you quoted of Mr. Bennett’s, 
do you feel, Mr. Naughton, that the Federal Government has any 
obligation to continue to supply power to preference customers and 
other customers out there indefinitely ? 

Mr. Naventon. No, sir; I most certainly do not. I recognize the 
laws with respect to preference customers where power might be 
available as the byproduct from sound reclamation projects. We 
wheel power of such type to the city of Idaho Falls and for the 
Bureau of Reclamation to the two REA’s in southeastern Idaho. But 
insofar as the Federal Government assuming an obligation in per- 
petuity to supply preference customers, I believe it is contrary to the 
laws of this Nation. 

Mr. Harry. Mr. Naughton, let me ask you this question: It has been 
said here that this facility, if constructed, would probably only be 
in the position or the need to supply supplements ul water would prob- 
ably only occur two or three times every 50 years. Has there been 
study made of the past history of this to confirm that ? 

Mr. Naveuron. Yes, there has, Mr. Haley, and that is why I r- 
ferred this committee to page 12 of a report that was issued in con- 
nection with a request for money to build Palisades. The report is en- 
titled “Supplemental Report on Palisades Dam and Reservoir Project, 
Tdaho.” It is prepared by the Bureau of Reclamation and it is dated 
June 1949. 
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On page 12 of the report is table 2, entitled “Irrigation Shortages 
in the Snake River Valley, With and Without Palisades Dam and 
Reservoir Project.” The table covers a period of 1919 through 1942, 
a period of 24 years, and the table shows rather clearly that with the 
construction of the Palisades Dam and Reservoir all shortages could 
be taken care of with waters that had been experienced during that 
94-year period through the construction of the Palisades Reservoir 
save two, and those two occurred in 1934 and 1935, as a result of the 
1934 drought. That is why I thought it was very much or, should be 
very much to this committee’s interest for me to point out that 1934 
was an unusual year. 

If those conditions were to recur and with Palisades and if you 
had Burns Creek, you would still be short 2,600,000 acre-feet of water. 
I do not believe that any need has been proved here for water of so 
little benefit as Burns Creek. After all, we are talking only of 100,000 
acre-feet of water and that is only supplemental water. That water 
would only meet 4 percent of the deficiency were conditions that did 
obtain in 1934 recur. 

Mr. Hater. What was the other year in that 24-year period, Mr. 
Naughton, that this would have been of help ? 

Mr. Naucutron. There was a situation where Palisades was stated 
tocome into play in 1919, 595,000 acre-feet. Palisades took care of it. 
There was a short deficiency of 297,000 in 1942 which Palisades amply 
took care of. 

There was a deficiency in 1931 of a million and a half acre-feet which 
Palisades took care of. 

There was a small deficiency in 1932; a 400,000 one in 1933 which 
Palisades took care of. In 1934 Palisades was not able to take care 
of it and in 1934 there was a deficiency of 800,000. 

So, that was the purpose, Mr. Haley, of building Palisades to meet 
that situation. I believe Palisades will very well meet that situation. 

Mr. Harry. But was 1934 when you say you had a deficiency of 
approximately 214 million ? 

Mr. Naventon. Closer to 2,600,000. 

Mr. Harry. So even taking the capacity of what Burns Creek 
is supposed to take care of, you would only have a 100,000 feet out of 
2,600,000 ; is that correct ? 

Mr. Naventon. That is correct. 

Mr. Harry. It just looks to me like, Mr. Naughton, the Department 
has come up here with a very, very small mouse beside a mountain 
to put in a little bit of sweetening, so to speak, to try to justify 
what is pure and simple power project. Would you not pretty well 
agree with that? You do not have to agree with what I say about 
the Department because I know you have to get along with them 
and I do not. 

Mr. Naventon. I think this is definitely a power project with very 
minor supplemental water benefits. 

Mr. Harry. I thoroughly agree with you. 

Mr. Chairman, I see time for the committee to adjourn has come 
and I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. Rogers. Let the Chair recognize Mr. Burdick for a couple of 
questions at this time. Let the Chair say that as soon as Mr. Bur- 
dick concludes, we will stand adjourned until 2 o’clock, conditioned 
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upon whether or not the Interior appropriations bill is concluded by 
that time. If we do not finish the Interior appropriations bill on the 
floor, the committee will not resume its sitting until that bill is fip. 
ished. If we do not finish the bill this afternoon, by 4 o'clock oy 
the floor, we will have to adjourn over until tomorrow morning. 

There has been some misunderstanding about the witness situation, 
Let me say this: The Chair wants to hear everybody that wants to be 
heard on this bill and we are going to make every possible effort to 
hear those proponents of the bill who were not allowed to testify 
because of the time element. 

As soon as the opponents have concluded, we will hear the Fish 
and Wildlife witnesses and then go back into the proponents and 
we will have everyone testify. 

Mr. Burpicx. I believe you have a contract for the purchase of 
dump power from Palisades. 

Mr. Naueuton. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Burpick. What do you pay for it ? 

Mr. Naucuron. Two mills, with that being the offset price of 
power that would have been generated by steam. 

Mr. Burpick. Can you produce your power for 2 mills? 

Mr. Navenron. Yes, sir. It all depends on loading, on a partic- 
ular generating unit and 2 mills is an average price of that produc- 
tion, incremental production costs. 

Mr. Burpickx. You produce it by the use of coal for 2 mills? 

Mr. Naventon. Yes, sir; we do. 

Mr. Burpick. Is that about the average price you pay for dump 
power from other facilities, too? 

Mr. Navenron. Yes, sir. We are buying dump power from Idaho 
Power Co. for 2 mills and from Montana Power Co. for 2 mills and 
from the Bureau of Reclamation for 2 mills. 

Mr. Burpicx. I believe you testified in response to a question by 
Mr. Haley that you considered the Palisades project a good project, 
a feasible project. 

Mr. Nauauron. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Burvick. You have been in the committee today and yesterday, 
I presume. 

Mr. Naueuron. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Burpick. You have heard the various witnesses ? 

Mr. Naucuton. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Burpick. Did you hear the witnesses testify that with the 
addition of $50 million which would be the approximate cost of the 
Burns Creek project, when integrated with Palisades will about 
double the output of the integrated plant ? 

Mr. Naventon. Roughly, that 1s about right on a kilowatt-hour 
basis. 

Mr. Burpicrk. Then, if the Palisades project is a feasible project, 
as you testified, and with less than half additional cost it could pro- 
duce twice as much, would the integrated plant still be feasible? 

Mr. Naventon. Will the reporter read the question ? 

(The record was read by the reporter. ) 

Mr. Navucurton. I think the most direct answer to that, Mr. Bur- 
dick, would be this: Burns Creek would cost $500 a kilowatt. Pali- 
sades only cost $185 a kilowatt. 
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Mr. Burpicx. I do not know where you arrived at those figures. 
[am just using testimony that I heard. I have heard that Palisades 
cost considerably more than $50 million. I have heard that Burns 
Creek would cost about $50 million, which is less than half the cost, 
yet it will double the revenues and ‘double the output. If the one is 
feasible why is not the integrated plan feasible ? 

Mr. Naveuton. Well, Palisades had certain amounts allocated to 
electric power. Burns Creek has substantially greater amounts allo- 
cated to electric power. And the analysis which Mr. Hunter will 
testify to and thoroughly explain, and he is far more familiar with 
the details of the analysis than I am, I think will clearly show the 
answers which you are ‘seeking and I defer my answer to Mr. Hunter 
because I think it is in the interest of your time. 

Mr. Burpick. All right. One more question. I am trying to hurry 
along. 

Based upon the testimony that we have heard so far, there is no 
indication that any of this power will be used in areas that you 
already serve. I might say I am referring to Burns Creek. 

Mr. NavuGHToNn. I would say that a substantial amount of this 

ower would go to areas that we would serve by the time this plant 
were built. I realize this is an answer that may not be clear to you. 
I explain it in this way: from 1941 until 1957, we supplied all the 
requirements of the city of Idaho Falls over and above its own 
generating capacity. You will recall I said that that buildup in that 
period of time was to 18,000 kilowatts. Idaho Falls being a prefer- 
ence customer and as such asking for a contract from Burns C reek, 
if Burns Creek were built, would buy power from Burns Creek. 

If Burns Creek were not built, the city will buy power from us 
under the contract to which I referred earlier because we have an 
obligation to supply whatever it needs. 

Mr. Burvtcx. Then we can agree it is not in the area you are 
presently serving. 

Mr. Naveuton. I think the question involves a hypothesis without 
much foundation. It would not exist for 5 years. 

Mr. Burpick. That is right. 

Mr. Navenron. And 5 years from now the loads will be substan- 
tially higher. 

Mr. Burpickx. It would not exist for 5 years and I believe the testi- 
mony is that this output of additional power will be taken up by 
preference customers. That has been the testimony so far. 

Mr. Naventon. That is right. 

Mr. Burpick. If none of your areas will be taken in 5 years, can 
you og me how any miner w ill lose a job? 

Mr. Naventon. If Burns Creek were not built, it is my judgment 
that we would supply a great part of the power which the preference 
customers will need by that time. 

Mr. Burpick. What you are referring to is probably increased jobs 
in the future some time for miners. 

Mr. Navecuron. I think both of us have to think of that, because 
we are talking about a futurity occurring 5 years from now. 

Mr. Burvick. Maybe this is a difficult question, but have you ascer- 
tained how many miners have already lost their jobs by virtue of your 
use of oil and gas and other dump power 4 
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Mr. Naventon. We have two men here who are presidents of coq] 
companies in Wyoming and one in Utah and I believe those gentlemen 
are far more capable than I and would give you more accurate 
answers. 

Mr. Buroick. I will defer the rest of my questions until Mr. Hunter 
testifies. 

Mr. Rogers. Let the Chair make this observation. As soon as the 
committee resumes sitting, Mr. Hunter will be asked to give his state. 
ment and then questions of committee members may be directed to 
either Mr. Naughton or Mr. Hunter. 

The committee stands in recess until 2 p.m., or later. 

(Whereupon, at 12 noon, the committee was recessed, to reconvene 
at 2 p.m., the same day.) 

AFTERNOON SESSION 


Mr. Rocers. The Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation will 
come to order for further consideration of the pending business, 


STATEMENTS OF E. M. NAUGHTON, PRESIDENT, AND E. A. HUNTER, 


ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT, UTAH POWER & LIGHT CO~— 
Resumed 


Mr. Rocers. As the Chair stated before the noon recess, Mr. Hunter 
will be recognized to give his statement, and after that questions can 
be directed to both Mr. Hunter and Mr. Naughton. 

Mr. Hunter, you may proceed. 

Mr. Hunrer. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am 
EK. A. Hunter, administrative assistant, Utah Power & Light Co, 
The following statement is made on behalf of Utah Power & Light 
Co., which opposes the construction of the Burns Creek project. 

Utah Power & Light Co. isa public utility supplying electric service 
to over 200,000 customers in a territory comprising eastern Idaho, 
that portion of Idaho in which the Burns Creek project would be ]o- 
cated, northern and central Utah, and southwestern Wyoming. 

This statement is supplemental to the statement I made on behalf 
of Utah Power & Light Co. before this committee on June 18, 1957, 
and the statement made by David D. Moffat, Jr., on May 29, 1958, 
in opposition to this project. 

Since the appearances referred to above, we have made further 
analyses of the Bureau of Reclamation’s report on the Burns Creek 
project and are more thoroughly convinced than ever that Burns 
Creek is a poorly conceived, unnecessary and extravagant project and 
not in the best interests of either the taxpayers of the region, the tax- 
payers of the Nation, or true land reclamation. 

The construction of Burns Creek project as proposed in S. 281 
would result in the unnecessary and unwarranted expenditure of ap- 
proximately $49 million. If we are ever to balance our Federal 
budget, this kind of spending must be stopped. 

We object to the project because : 

1. Burns Creek is not an irrigation project even though it is pro- 
posed as such. Only 1.7 percent of the total estimated cost of ap- 
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roximately $49 million is allocated to irrigation. It would provide 
only 100,000 acre-feet of supplemental water which would be used 
two or three times in 50 years. 

9. It is primarily a power project to supply power in an area where 
no power shortage exists; furthermore, the private utilities have 
definite plans for furnishing electric power to supply the growing 
needs of the area. 

3. Economically it is an unfeasible project. It would not generate 
enough revenue to pay even 3 percent interest on the interest-bearing 
investment charged to the Burns Creek project. Integrated with 
Palisades, and subsidized by Palisades power revenues, Burns Creek 
would delay the payout of Palisades by 26 years, 9 years beyond the 
50-year payout period. 

4, Contended need for reregulation has not been proven, and in 
any event it could be provided at a cost estimated at about $4,500,000. 

5. The construction of Burns Creek would launch the Bureau of 
Reclamation on a policy committed to the assumption of utility re- 
sponsibility in the area forever after, which policy has now been pro- 
mulgated by the Bureau. 

The 1957 Burns Creek report, 85th Congress, House Document 147, 
gives the cost as $42,141,000. The most recent estimate by the Bureau 
of Reclamation is $48,870,000. The next estimate will undoubtedly be 
inexcess of $50 million. 

There is no justification for such a costly and unsound project. 

Benefits to irrigators provided by an additional 100,000 acre-feet of 
supplemental storage water for irrigation cannot possibly justify 
Burns Creek. This supplemental storage, according to the region 1 
director for the Bureau of Reclamation, would be used “ * * * possi- 
bly two or three times in a 50-year period.” Certainly supplemental 
storage water which would only be used at such rare intervals cannot 
justify a $49 million expenditure. 

As we pointed out in detail previously, we have played an active role 
in the development of many reclamation projects in our territory, in- 
cluding the Palisades project which generates large quantities of elec- 
tric power. We supported Palisades because surplus power revenues 
are to be used to pay off the North Side Minidoka, Michaud Flats 
and Fort Hall irrigation projects, thereby conforming to the true con- 
cept of reclamation. 

The contribution of Burns Creek to irrigation, however, would be 
insignificant. It is a project primarily for power. Analyses of cur- 
rent data reveal that the power allocation is in fact over 98 percent. 

Furthermore, although Burns Creek is primarily a power project, 
it is recognized by all concerned that it cannot pay its own way. The 
Bureau has admitted it proposes to sell Burns Creek power below 
cost, in fact so far below cost that the Bureau’s estimated power rev- 
enues resulting from Burns Creek would not even pay the interest 
charges on the project. 

I believe it. has been said in these hearings that by adding the Burns 
Creek project downstream from Palisades, that the firm power output 
of Palisades would be doubled. This is not a true statement. 

51710—60-—15 
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Burns Creek integrated “electrically, hydraulically, and financially” 
with Palisades, as proposed by the bill, would produce a net revenue 
increase of only $1,125,000, which is $311,000 short of meeting the 
interest obligation at 3 percent on the Burns Creek investment. 

It is obvious, therefore, that without help from Palisades, Burns 
Creek could never pay out. Reclamation would actually be hurt by 
the use of Palisades revenues to pay for Burns Creek. The large 
chart before you, a copy of which is attached to my statement, illus. 
trates this fact. 

I might say that the vertical scale on this chart A represents the 
total cost of the project and the horizontal scale the years required 
to pay out the project. 

The bottom chart is Palisades only, and it is actually a plot of the 
information that has been published by the Bureau of Reclamation. 
The cost of the Palisades project that is to be repaid is approximately 
$34 million. That chart shows that the power allocation, the com- 
mercial power and the irrigation power, will be paid out in 21 years, 

The irrigation features to be repaid by the revenues from Palisades, 
amounting to $13,961,000, would be paid out in 3 years. At the end 
of that 33-year period, a surplus of over $1 million annually would 
result from the operation of Palisades, and at the end of the 59th 
year would have accumulated to over $30 million. This is without any 
interest added. i 

Let us look at the upper chart, chart B. 

Mr. Rocers. Let me ask you one question about that, Mr. Hunter. 

The $30 million figure you are talking about, is that a projection of 
the present power revenues ? 

Mr. Hunter. Yes, sir; that is based on present power revenues and 
present expenses, the difference being the net, when it is all paid out, 
multiplied by the remaining 29 years. 

Mr. Rogers. Is that all that it could produce—$30 million ? 

Mr. Hunter. Yes, sir. That is the maximum amount. That is un- 
der the rates that the Bureau proposes to sell the power at. 

Mr. Rocers. Yes. 

Mr. Hunter. The upper chart, chart B, shows the effect of saddling 
the relatively low cost Palisades project with a very expensive Burns 
Creek project. The total cost is somewhat in excess of $74 million. 
By combining the Burns Creek project with Palisades, it would now 
take 53 years to pay out the irrigation power, as compared to 21 years 
with Palisades alone. And the irrigation cost to be repaid from power 
revenues would be postponed in repayment by 26 years and would not 
be paid off until the end of the 59th year. 

Referring back to page 4, chart A, the bottom chart, shows that 
Palisades, without being burdened with Burns Creek, is scheduled to 
pay off the power allocation, commercial power and irrigation power, 
in 21 years. The irrigation cost to be repaid from Palisades revenue 
would be completely amortized at the end of 33 years. 

At the end of the 33d year, an annual surplus of $1,147,800 would 
become available to aid future worthy irrigation projects if Congress 
so directed. Refer to table A attached, which was prepared by the 
Bureau of Reclamation. 
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The payout period for Burns Creek integrated with Palisades would 
be 59 years. By that time Palisades, without Burns Creek, would 
have produced a surplus of approximately $30,300,000, as shown by 
the chart. 

Chart B, the upper part of the same large chart, illustrates the 
effect of integrating Burns Creek with Palisades, or, to state it more 
bluntly, the effect of saddling the high investment, uneconomical 
Burns Creek project on the Palisades project. Use of Palisades rev- 
enue to help pay Burns Creek interest would delay payout of costs 
allocated to Palisades power 82 years or until the end of the 53d year. 
Repayment of Palisades irrigation costs would be delayed 26 years or 
until the 59th year. 

Details of this derivation are shown by table B attached to this 
statement. 

Contrast this with Palisades without Burns Creek. At the end of 
the 59th year Palisades, without Burns Creek, would have contributed 
a surplus of over $30 million, which could be used to aid worthy rec- 
lamation projects if Congress so directed. 

This does not recognize the loss to the Nation as a result of post- 
poning the repayment of the irrigation features 26 years. Invest- 
ment in these features is interest-free, but certainly the Government 
has to pay interest on the money it borrows to build these facilities. 

I would not agree that it is proper to ignore this feature; however, 
the Bureau has evidently operated under this principle for years and 
it apparently has attained some degree of respectability in the minds 
of some people. 

The Bureau has estimated that if Burns Creek is built, taxes fore- 
gone because of Federal construction of power facilities would amount 
to $472,000 a year. During the Burns Creek payout period, these 
foregone taxes would equal $24 million. The taxes and surplus sub- 
sidy to Burns Creek therefore, without interest on such subsidy, dur- 
ing the Burns Creek payout period would be: Loss of taxes, $24 mil- 
lion; loss of Palisades surplus, $30 million; total, $54 million. 

If interest at 3 percent annually on the taxes and surplus subsidy 
is added, the total subsidy would be increased to $100 million. 

Mr. Hatey. Mr. Chairman, could I inquire? 

Mr. Rocers. Mr. Haley. 

Mr. Harry. Mr. Hunter, I note in your statement on page 5 that 
you say there would be a loss of taxes amounting to approximately 
$24 million. 

Mr. Hunter. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Harry. Let me ask you this: Is that a loss in taxes to the Fed- 
eral Government, the local government and the State government ? 

Mr. Hunter. Yes, sir. 

That represents the taxes that would be paid in connection with 
alternate facilities that would be required to generate this Burns 
Creek power, if the private companies did the job. 

Mr. Harry. Have you broken these figures down to how much the 
loss would be in Federal taxes, local taxes, and State taxes? 

Mr. Hunter. I have not, but I would say that they would per- 
haps be split on about a 50-50 basis. That is not exactly correct, 
but I think it is approximately of that magnitude. 
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Mr. Hater. Approximately 50 percent would be approximately $19 
million from the Federal Government and $12 million from the 
State or local ? 

Mr. Hunrer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hater. The point I am trying to make is: The 50 percent that 
would be lost to the Federal Government would be $12 million and 
out of the remaining $12 million would that be a loss in State toni 
or would it be a loss also in local taxes ? 

I am referring to such things as the school boards. 

Mr, Hunvrer. It would very definitely be a loss to the schools 
They would have to raise more money, they would have to have more 
taxes to operate their schools. The State would have to have more 
money to build their roads. You would have to have more money 
out there locally to do everything that the local governments have 
to do with tax money. 

Mr. Harry. Thank you. 

Mr. Rogers. You may proceed. 

Mr. Hunrer. Loss of taxes added to $30 million if Burns Creek 
were So built would amount to $54 million, if Burns Creek is saddled 
to Palisades. 

Mr. Harter. When you come right down to it, the construction of 
this facility would not cost $50 million, but it would be a cost sub- 
stantially above $100 million as the full figure? 

Mr. Hunter. Yes, sir. The cost to the taxpayers of the country 
would be of the order of $150 million. 

Mr. Harey. Construction and the loss of taxes and other things 
would be over $100 million ? 

Mr. Hunter. Yes, sir. 

The original cost of $50 million is only about a third of the ultimate 
cost to the taxpayer. 

Mr. Hatey. Do not ever think if this project is authorized that 
they will build it for $50 million, either. 

Mr. Hunter. I think that a rise in cost is inevitable. We have 
inflation which raises our costs every year. 

I think if it is built, you are right, the costs will be considerably 
more. 

It is recognized that the construction of the Burns Creek project 
would be a blow to the coal mining industry in the Utah-Wyoming 
area. In an attempt to alleviate this, an amendment to S. 281, provid- 
ing that the installation of the generating facilities be scheduled on 
the basis of providing the additional power requirements of the pref- 
erence customers, was made to the bill in the Senate. The effect of 
such amendment would not improve the coal miners’ situation, but 
would only lengthen the payout period of the project and make the 
project even more uneconomical. 

Need for river reregulation has been advanced in attempting to jus- 
tify Burns Creek. Need for such reregulation, however, has not been 
supported by any tangible evidence that we have been able to find, 
but seems to be based on speculation as to what some future condition 
may impose. Even the Bureau of Reclamation does not assign a single 
dollar of value to this use. 
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Should experience prove that reregulation is in fact necessary, there 
would be absolutely no justification for constructing the Burns Creek 
project as presently proposed. — é art 

Burns Creek would have 90,000 kilowatts of capacity requiring at 
full load approximately the same amount of water now released by 
Palisades. ‘The Burns Creek powerplant could be operated in a man- 
ner Which would create exactly the same stream fluctuations down- 
stream that the irrigators feel could result from the operations of 
Palisades. 

A more logical and economical way to provide reregulations, if it 
ever be needed, would be to construct a dam to provide a reregulation 
reservoir of only 17,000 acre-foot capacity which would adequately 
do the job. 

According to various estimates, such a dam could be constructed for 
about $4,500,000. We understand that in 1953 the Bureau gave con- 
sideration to this approach and at that time submitted an estimate 
that such a reregulation dam could be constructed for $2,128,000. 

In this connection, a Bureau witness testified before this same com- 
mittee last August : 

However, we could accomplish the same thing cheaper if we purchased power 
to firmup Palisades; therefore, we did not believe it was a justified investment. 

Despite this admission, the Bureau now proposes to spend almost 
$49 million for a project, the primary purpose for which the bill states 
is rereguiation. One of the Bureau of teclamation’s Palisades re- 
payment, studies shows that in a 26-year period the average cost of 
purchased capacity and energy to firm up Palisades would be only 
$27,000 per year, a rather insignificant amount, to justify the expendi- 
ture of $50 million. 

A similar repayment study covering Burns Creek and Palisades 
combined shows an average annual purchase of capacity and energy 
amounting to $23,000 per year. 

The conclusion to be drawn from the Bureau’s two studies is that 
by spending almost $49 million to reregulate the flow of the river to 
improve the output of Palisades, the amount of power purchased to 
firm up Palisades has been reduced from the insignificant amount of 
$27,000 per year by only $4,000 per year. 

Does anyone believe that this kind of a benefit justifies the expendi- 
ture of almost $49 million ? 

Iam not surprised that the Bureau passed by reregulation when it 
came to allocating costs. We submit, therefore, that further study 
should be made of the need for reregulation before any action is taken. 

Although Burns Creek is a power project, there is absolutely no ex- 
cuse or justification for the contention that additional power is re- 
quired in the area. 

A report to the Federal Power Commission of April 27, 1959, lists 
the total peakload anticipated in the Utah-Idaho area for 1959, in- 
cluding the total loads of the Bureau of Reclamation’s Boise, Mini- 
doka, and Palisades projects, which includes the loads of customers 
requesting Burns Creek power. 

The report also shows that there is installed capability available to 
carry this load, with a surplus in excess of 408,000 kilowatts. This 
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same report shows that in 1962 the surplus, and this figure does not 
include Burns Creek, will be over 388,000 kilowatts. 

To assure ample power in the region, Utah Power & Light Co. and 
other utilities in the immediate area will install almost a million kilo. 
watts in the next 7 years. This capacity, provided at not 1 penny of 
cost to the Federal Government, will be entirely adequate to meet the 
total power requirements in the area, including those of the preference 
customers. 

Furthermore, to emphasize the ridiculous nature of the contention 
that there is a power shortage, I refer to the request for Burns Creek 
power from the preference customers contained in Senate Calendar No, 
434, Report No. 439, 86th Congress, 1st session. 

Of the total request of almost 97,000 kilowatts of some 19 preference 
customers, 30,000 kilowatts is for one customer, the Westside Electrie 
Irrigation Cooperative, which exists only on paper. At the present 
time they are not consuming $1 worth of power, nor do they have any 
facilities to handle any power. 

This “paper” organization owns no electrical facilities whatever and 
consumes not 1 kilowatt of power. Obviously, such request is com- 
pletely unrealistic and the total request padded by some 30,000 kilo- 
watts. This organization is in the territory now served by the Utah 
Power & Light Co. and if such load should develop, it could be ade- 
quately served by existing facilities. 

Included in the list of preference customers requesting power are a 
group known as the Snake River Power Association, Inc. Data on 
the loads of these customers are available, and from an analysis of 
their energy requirements during the past 3 years, it appears that their 
annual rate of growth has been less than 4 percent. Contrast this with 
their request for power which would require an average increase of 
about 20 percent per year for the next 11 years. This, to us, appears to 
be anything but realistic. 

I'd like to state again that there is now more than ample power in the 
area to take care of all power needs and that the utilities have firm 
plans to supply all future loads that will develop. 

We have referred to the reports to the Federal Power Commission, 
which conclusively prove that there is no power shortage in the area, 
There is no shortage of power; there is only a shortage of Government 
power to supply the requirements of a few preference customers who 
can be adequately supplied by private companies serving the area, 

Mr. N. B. Bennett of the Bureau of Reclamation, testifying on May 
11, 1959, before the Senate Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclama- 
tion with respect to S. 281, stated : 

* * * if the Utah Power & Light, or the Idaho Power, in whose market area 
most of these customers are, (is) the agency to serve these increased loads, 
then that is a different question, but these people now have contracts for power 
with the Federal Government and we believe that they should continue f 
receive from the Federal Government power to meet their growing loads. 

We emphatically oppose the philosophy expressed by Mr. Ben- 
nett. We submit that these preference customers are not entitled ad 
infinitum to federally generated power and energy to meet thelr 
load growth. 
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We submit that the Bureau of Reclamation has no obligation, and, 
indeed, no right, to build powerplants for the solitary purpose of 
supplying power to a few preference customers in perpetuity. There 
is absolutely no justification for the Bureau of Reclamation assuming 
a public utility responsibility in the area and supplying power below 
cost to a favored few. 

We maintain, as we have maintained from the very first, that the 
$49 million Burns Creek project is not a reclamation or a water devel- 
opment project, but purely and simply a Government power project 
which would in an average water year, dump about one-half billion 
kilowatt-hours on an area where no power shortage exists now nor 
will exist in the future. 

To summarize: 

1. Irrigation benefits—100,000 acre-feet of storage which might be 
used two or three times in a 50-year period—are too insignificant to 
justify this power project. 

2. Burns Creek 1s a power project, pure and simple, 98 percent be- 
ing allocated to power, and it would produce power for distribution 
in an area where there is a power surplus. 

3. It is an uneconomical project. By itself it can never pay off, 
and integrated with Palisades it would destroy the ability of Pali- 
sades to contribute to the financial assistance of other worthy irriga- 
tion projects beyond the next half century. 

4, Need for reregulation has not been demonstrated and even if it 
should be, such reregulation could be provided at an estimated cost 
of $4,500,000, rather than the $49 million required for Burns Creek. 

5. Burns Creek would embark the Bureau of Reclamation on a 
program of public utility responsibility, which is a complete depar- 
ture from the long-established concept of reclamation. 

For the foregoing reasons, we submit to your committee that S. 281 
should not be passed by the Congress. 

Mr. Rocers. Mr. Hunter, did you want your exhibits to be placed 
in the record, too? 

Mr. Hunter. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rocer. I notice that you have some coloring on these. Can 
you furnish them in black and white ? 

Mr. Hunrer. Yes, sir; I can furnish a number in black and white 
which may be reproduced. 

Mr. Rocers. If you will do that, the documents or exhibits will be 
included in the record. 

(Information referred to follows :) 
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Mr. Rocers. Mr. Hunter, I have one question. 

You made quite a point about the present supply of power, in 
that you have ample power, and I believe you said in one place that 
there was a surplus of power. 

If that is true, then information which has been furnished to the 
committee referring to a critical shortage of power at the present 
time would not be correct; would it ? 

Mr. Hunter. That statement that there is a shortage of power is 
not correct. 

Mr. Rocers. I have received some telegrams and some letters in- 
dicating that there is a critical shortage of power in that area. I 
gathered from your statement, and actually from the State of some 
of the proponents, that such is not the case at the present time. 

As the matter presently stands, how long would it be before there 
would be a critical shortage of power in that area ? 

Mr. Hunter. As has been pointed out, the private companies are 
in the business to supply power in the area. We have long-range 

lans, looking ahead. We will always be ahead of the requirements, 
so I think I can safely say that there never will be a critical shortage 
of power in this area. 

Mr. Rocers. If you didn’t do anything to carry out your program 
or if Burns Creek was not constructed, how long would it be before 
the present facilities, under the ordinary growth out there or the 
growth that you expect, could not supply the demand ? 

Mr. Hunrer. I would say the average annual growth in that par- 
ticular area is probably of the magnitude of 100,000 to 125,000 kilo- 
watts a year. So mathematically, you can determine that 400,000 
divided by 125,000 would be about 3 years until that amount of power 
could be used up. 

But in the meantime, the Idaho Power Co. is going ahead full 
speed in constructing the Ox Bow unit. We are going ahead with the 
Kemmerer project to be ready in the fall of 1963. I don’t think there 
will ever be a shortage in the area. 

Mr. Rocrrs. Mrs. Pfost. 

Mrs. Prost. Mr. Naughton, in answer to a question this morning, 
you mentioned something about 2-mill power. Did you refer to power 
you buy or power that you sell ? 

Mr. Navarron. That is something we buy, Mrs. Pfost, and I think 
I better clarify that. Apparently you did not quite understand what 
I meant. 

As an element of producing power we have fuel costs, and the tur- 
bines are operating up to speed, are manned, are in a powerplant on 
which fixed charges have to be paid. In view of the fact that the 
friction to turn the generator and the turbine is already paid for, 
because it has to be up to speed, the incremental additional fuel, or 
the decrement reduction in fuel, whichever the case may be, averages 
about 2 mills per kilowatt-hour under prevailing fuel costs, 

Mrs. Prosr. You have answered my question. 

I was interested in whether or not this 2-mill figure took in an 
investment return. 

Mr. Nauenton. No; nor the operating labor nor the maintenance, 
and so forth. 

Mrs. Prost. That is just merely the fuel costs? 
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Mr. Naventon. That is right; yes, ma’am. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you very much. 

That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Saylor. 

Mrs. Prosr. I will reserve my time, if I may. 

Mr. Sartor. First let me commend you two gentlemen for your 
statements. 

Do either of you gentlemen know, or did you know, a Mr. George 
R. Corey ? 

Mr. Naueuton. Yes; Mr. Corey was associated with our company 
from 1913 until he died just a year ago. He retired in 1958. ; 

Mr. Saytor. To substantiate your statement, Mr. Naughton, in case 
there is any doubt in anyone’s mind, I would like to read from Mr, 
Corey’s statement before this committee in 1949, on the hearing on the 
Palisades Dam and Reservoir project. At page 200 of that report 
appears the following excerpt from Mr. Corey’s statement: 

With reference to H.R. 5506, now being considered by this committee, I want 
to emphasize that our company is heartily in favor of construction of the Pali- 
sades Dam and the installation of a powerplant of such capacity as is justified 
for the generation of the available firm power and summer power for irriga- 
tion pumping. 

In case there was any doubt. in anybody’s mind that your company 
in 1949 supported this project, the record is available. ‘ 

I notice in Mr. Corey’s statement further, and I read from pages 
200-201 : 

Our company, now as in the past, stands ready to construct transmission 
facilities to take construction power to the Palisades Dam, and later to bring 
Palisades power to its Goshen substation and to purchase all or any part of the 
firm power resulting from the operation of the Palisades plant in such amounts 
of secondary or dump power as can be used efficiently only by a large-sized 
team of hydro and steam connections as can be used in the interconnecting sys- 
tems, to deliver power at its Goshen substation in the city of Idaho Falls, charg- 
ing only a reasonable amount for such services, to cooperate with the Idaho 
Power Co. in transmitting power generated at the proposed American Falls, 
and to transmit power over its then existing lines for use by reclamation pump- 
ing projects or other Bureau requirements under contracts to be negotiated with 
the Bureau. 

I would like to ask if your company did construct the lines to the 
damsite. 

Mr. Navueuton. The Bureau of Reclamation elected to build its 
own power. We did furnish the Bureau’s contractor for the develop- 
ment of Palisades all the power that he needed. 

I might also add that the various things which Mr. Corey enumer- 
ated there which our company would do, our company has done, with 
the exception that I noted. As a matter of fact, we have an agree- 
ment with the Idaho Power Co., and we each have agreements with 
the Bureau of Reclamation which we executed with Mr. Nelson, the 
head of that region, several years ago. 

We are purchasing all the dump power that the Bureau desires to 
sell. The terminus of the Bureau’s transmission line is in our switch- 
yard. We have had thoroughly amiable relations with the Bureau of 
Reclamation in all those transactions. 

Mr. Saytor. Mr. Hunter, if I could refer to your calculation, you 
stated that this project, Burns Creek, will not pay for itself as an 
individual operation. Is that correct? 
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Mr. Hunter. That is correct. 

Mr. Sartor. In arriving at that figure, what interest rate did you 
use ¢ 

Mr. Hunter. I used an interest rate of 3 percent. 

Mr. Sayvor. Assuming the maximum production which the Bureau 
states they can produce at that site, how far short are you of meeting 
annual costs according to your figures ? 

Mr. Hunrer. Approximately $300,000 a year short of meeting an- 
nual costs, including interest at 3 percent. 

Mr. Saytor. Do you have available the figures of what the Govern- 
ment is now paying for money, for long-term bonds? 

Mr. Hunver. I do not have it available with me, but I understand 
it is approaching 5 percent. 

Mr. Sayxor. If this project were authorized, and it was necessary 
for the Government to borrow money and construct it at the rate of 
414 percent, would you tell us approximately what the deficit each 
year would be 4 rat 

Mr. Hunrer. Burns Creek revenues alone would be $1,026,000 per 
year short of paying the incremental operating costs and interest as- 
sociated with Burns Creek. Combined revenues would be $45,000 a 
year short of meeting expenses and interest of the two projects. 

" Mr. Savor. Let me understand that correctly. 

Mr. Hunrer. The deficiency in interest at 3 percent is approxi- 
mately $300,000 a year, and at 41% percent that deficiency would 
have risen to about $1,026,000 a year. 

Mr. Sayor. $1,026,000 a year? 

Mr. Hunter. Yes. 

Mr. Sartor. That being the case, what would the effect be upon 
your chart b? 

Mr. Hunrer. That would mean that Palisades would have to sub- 
sidize the Burns Creek project by an additional $715,000 a year, and 
as Palisades revenue would be $45,000 a year that would postpone 
the pay-out of short of being able to do this, the two projects would 
never pay off. 

Mr. Saywor. In arriving at the figures that you have on chart A, 
did you use the figures as used by the Bureau of Reclamation? 

Mr. Hunrer. Yes. It isa plot of the Bureau of Reclamation pay- 
out table. 

Mr. Sartor. So that chart A shows that at the end of the year 1990 
all of the present irrigation, and power features will have been 
paid out ? 

Mr. Hunrer. That is right; the power features as well as the irri- 
gation features to be paid by the power revenues would be paid off. 
I think the irrigation costs are the Minidoka project, the Micheaud 
Flats, and the Fort Hall project, the entire cost of those irrigation 
facilities as well as the power would have been paid out. 

Mr. Saytor. That part of the Palisades project which has been al- 
located to irrigation which the irrigators are to pay has not been con- 
sidered by you in arriving at this figure; is that correct ? 

Mr. Hunrer. That is correct. This cost is for only the irrigation 
features to be repaid from the surplus power revenues. 

_ Mr. Saytor. Is it your interpretation of the Bureau figures that 
in the year 2016 there will be a surplus of $30 million-plus? 
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Mr. Hunter. Yes, sir; that is right. 

Mr. Sayztor. And if Burns Creek is built and integrated with 
Palisades, the surplus in that same period of time will be $1,776,0009 

Mr. Hunter. Yes, sir; that is correct. 

Mr. Saytor. You were using the interest component of 3 percent? 

Mr. Hunver. Well, yes; that table was computed on the basis of in. 
terest at 3 percent. 

Mr. Sartor. And, therefore, if you increased the deficit by $150,- 
000-some a year instead of having the surplus of $1 million as you 
have shown, you would continue to have a deficit and a continued pay- 
out for a great deal longer period ? ; 

Mr. Hunter. Yes, sir; that is a true statement. 

Mr. Sartor. At the time the Palisades Dam went into operation 
and the production of power, did the Utah Power & Light Co. have 
customers in the area that is now being served by the Bureau of 
Reclamation ? 

Mr. Hunter. Yes,sir. We were serving two REA’s, the Lost River 
Rural Electrification Association, the Fall River Rural Electrifica- 
tion Association, and the city of Idaho Falls, The combined load that 
we supplied them at that time was in excess of 20,000 kilowatts. 

I think the energy was almost 70 million kilowatt-hours a year, 
The revenue that we lost was approximately three-quarters of a 
million dollars. 

Mr. Sartor. Do you believe that the officials of your company who 
appeared here before this committee in 1949 were cognizant of the 
fact that by supporting that program in 1949, they would stand to 
lose three-quarters of a million dollars a year? 

Mr. Hunter. Yes, sir. Well, maybe not as to the exact amount, 
but they foresaw that we would lose that business. But in spite of 
that, because this was a reclamation project, we supported the 
Palisades bill. 

Mr. Sartor. I believe we had testimony from one of you two gentle- 
men this morning or this afternoon that you already have, with the 
city of Idaho Falls, another contract to supply them with their needs, 

Mr. Naventon. Yes, sir; for 10 years. 

Mr. Saytor. For 10 years? 

Mr. NauGuton. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Saytor. In an effort to arrive at that contract, did you submit 
to the city of Idaho Falls or to the public utility commission for the 
State of Idaho your contract ? 

Mr. Naveuron. We submitted the contract to the city council of 
Idaho Falls, which Mayor O’Bryant is a member of, and I believe 
the contract had his full concurrence. 

Subsequently it was submitted to the Public Utilities Commission 
of the State of Idaho. In view of the fact that it was a resale contract, 
we submitted it to the Federal Power Commission. That contract 
bears the approval of all authorities having jurisdiction. 

Mr. Saytor. There is one question I do not believe is in the record. 

If you sell power in the State of Idaho, is the Utah Power & Light 
Co. subject to the rules and regulations of the Idaho Public Utilities 
Commission for all sales within the confines of that State? 

Mr. Naveuton. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Sartor. Do you have any other contracts at the present time 
with any other customers in the State of Idaho? 
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Mr. Naueuron. Of course, we have literally hundreds of contracts 
in the State of Idaho. Do you have reference to preference customers, 
Mr. Saylor? 

Mr. Sayvor. To preference customers. 

Mr. Naucuron. Yes. The city of Dubois, in the northern part of 
our system, almost at the Montana line. I mean by that that it isa 
potential preference customer. 

As Mr. Hunter reminds me, we have a contract with the Bureau of 
Reclamation to wheel Bureau power to two of its customers, to wit, the 
Fall River Rural Electric Association and the Lost River Association. 

We have a contract directly with the city of Idaho Falls whereby 
we wheel all of its power that it purchases from the Palisades project 
to outside its city gates. 

We have a number of contracts with potential customers in Utah, 
and in our subsidiary company. Incidentally, I might add that we 
have interconnections with every one of these customers. We have 
had them for years. We have gotten along with them. As far as I 
know, they are thoroughly satisfied with their service. 

I might also add, Mr. Saylor, just for the record, we have worked 
with the REA’s since the inception of the REA Act. Over in our 
western Colorado subsidiary, our first one began in 1938. Three more 
began in the early 1940’s. We get along so well with the rural electric 
cooperatives that we are now operating a plant for a super co-op. 

So I don’t think anyone could ever accuse us of not getting along 
with these agencies. I might also add that as far as I know, our rela- 
tions are completely amicable. 

We lost $1 million at the end of this past year, $1 million revenue, 
as a result of the rural electrification supercooperative plant and trans- 
mission system. Yet we operate that plant for them. 

Mr. Sayxor. In addition to the preference customers, your company 
serves Many private accounts throughout the States of Utah, Wyo- 
ming, Idaho, and Montana ? 

Mr. Naveuton. Not Montana. We are not licensed in Montana. 

Mr. Sartor. Thank you. 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Haley. 

Mr. Hatey. Mr. Chairman, sometimes I regret following the dis- 
tinguished gentleman from Pennsylvania, to try to question the wit- 
ness. When he gets through, it kind of reminds me that the remain- 
ing questions look about like the carcass of a turkey a couple of days 
after Thanksgiving—not much left. 

The gentleman has asked practically every question that I had here, 
Imight say, and I have them written down. 

Mr. Hunver, on page 3, the last paragraph on that page, where 
you arrive at the figure of net revenue increases of $1,125,000, what is 
the basis for those figures? Is it the present price that the Bureau of 
Reclamation is charging for energy out there? 

Mr. Hunrer. The basis for that is the revenues from the Palisades 
project that they are now receiving, now that that the Palisades plant 
ls in operation, and the Bureau’s estimtae of the revenue that they 
will get when the Burns Creek project is put into operation. 

By taking the present net revenues from the total projected net 
revenues with both plants in operation, I have arrived by difference 


with that amount of revenue which could be credited to the Burns 
Creek operation. 
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Mr. Harry. That figure, then, would be based on the full capacity 
of the Burns Creek project in kilowatt-hours ? 

Mr. Hunter. Yes, sir. It would be based on any benefits that 
would accrue due to providing the reregulation and integrating the 
Burns Creek project with the Palisades project. 

Mr. Hatey. In view of your corporation’s cooperation with the 
Bureau heretofore, and apparently that has been a very substantia] 
cooperation, let me ask you this question: If a resurvey of this situa. 
tion out there would justify the building of what you would say 
would be about a $414 million dam which would, apparently, accord. 
ing to your testimony, take care of whatever little irrigation that 
there might be in here, you would continue that cooperation if it was 
proven that this was necessary for an irrigation project ? 

Mr. Hunter. Yes. We would be right out there with the farmers 
fighting for this reregulation project, fighting for the project. 

Mr. Hatey. Mr. Chairman, I have no further questions. I want 
to join the distinguished gentleman from Pennsylvania in commend- 
ing these two witnesses for a splendid presentation which they have 
made here today. I think that testimony so far would indicate that 
these two gentlemen, at least, if this was an irrigation project, would 
be in here probably fighting for it instead of against it. I think that 
attitude iscommendable. Thank you. 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Chenoweth. 

Mr. Cuenowetu. Mr. Hunter, your figures provide for the repay- 
ment of the power in chart B, in 49 years, while Palisades would pay 
out in 14 years. What makes that difference? Why does it take so 
long for the combined payout ? 

Mr. Hunter. I think the answer there, Congressman, is that the 
additional revenues which would be available to the two projects as 
a result of building Burns Creek and integrating it with Palisades 
would still be approximately $300,000 a year short of meeting the 
interest on the Burns Creek investment alone. 

So the delay in repayment results from the fact that money has to 
be taken, the revenues have to be taken, from the Palisades project to 
pay off the interest on the Burns Creek project. For that reason, the 
payout period is extended. 

Mr. Cuenowetu. Why did you have to do that? Why can’t Burns 
Creek take care of itself? 

Mr. Hounvrer. Burns Creek will not generate sufficient revenues to 
pay even the interest. 

Mr. CuEenowetu. But it is essentially a power project, isn’t it? 

Mr. Hunter. Yes, but even after they have sold all of the power at 
the rates proposed, it is short by $300,000-odd a year. The only way 
that Burns Creek could pay out would be to have the power sold ata 
considerably higher rate. 

Mr. Cuenowetu. What rate are they selling the Palisades power 
at? Would it be the same rate as Palisades power or cheaper? 

Mr. Hunter. It is sold at the same rate at which the Palisades 
power is being sold. 

Mr. CuenowetH. Palisades power is to pay out in 14 years. That 
makes it a pretty good project. 
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Mr. HunTEr. Yes, but Palisades was built at a cost of $185 per 
kilowatt. Burns C reek is going to cost over $500 per kilowatt, and 
therein lies the difference. 

Mr. CHENOWETH. You say there is no power shortage in that area 
now ¢ 

Mr. Hunter. No, sir. 

Mr. CHenowetu. Why do they need a project of this kind? 

Mr. Harry. That is what they want to know. 

Mr. CueNowern. What is the impetus? 

Mr. Hunrer. The impetus is to supply a few preferred customers 
with power at low cost. I think that is the reason. 

Mr. Cuenoweru. You are supplying these people now with power? 

Mr. Hunter. No. We supplied some of them, up until the time 
that the Palisades project came into operation. 

Mr. Cuenowertn. Are they all getting their power at Palisades 
now ¢ 

Mr. Hunrer. Some are getting it from Palisades and some are 
getting it from other Bureau projects and Government projects in 
the area. 

Mr. CHeNowetH. They are all getting public power now, that is 
power gener ated by Federal projec ts? 

Mr. Honrer. I think most of them, but I am not sure that all of 
them are. Maybe I can clarify that if I describe their system. 

There are the Idaho Power Co. and the Ut: ah Power & Light Co., 
whose facilities are interconnected through major transmission lines 
at various points. 

Mr. Cuenowern. You are an interlocking company ? 

Mr. Hunver. We have no corporate connection whatsoever, but be- 
‘ause of certain advantages of pooling resources and taking advantage 
of interconnections, we have interconnected with them and also the 
Montana Power Co. 

The energy is generated by the various companies; it flows into a 
common network. Even the Bureau of Reclamation projects feed into 
this same transmission network. It is true that these few customers 
are getting Government power, but if the Burns Creek project is not 
built, then they are in a position to have power delivered to them from 
the same transmission system, the power that could be supplied by the 
private companies 

Mr. Cuenowern. You say if Burns Creek is not built they will con- 
tinue to get their power as they are at the present. time? 

Mr. Hunter. If Burns Creek is not built, then in a very short 
time, the Government source of power will be used up, and the alter- 
nate source will be the private companies who have ample power avail- 
able to supply any requirements that they might have. 

Mr. Cuenowetu. Is there any dump power at Palisades? Do you 
buy any of that power ? 

Mr. Hunter. Yes, there is quite a lot of dump power generated by 
the Palisades project, and we are buying it in order to he elp the feasi- 
bility of the Palisades project. 

As has been pointed out, it is no particular bargain to us because it 
just backs off fuel at a comparable cost. But because we have an in- 
terest in making the project feasible, we agreed to buy the power, and 
we are living up to our agreement to buy it. 
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der iseasion’ eTH. How long has the Burns Creek project bee 
Mr. Hunter. The first time we heard of it was in May 1957 
2 weeks before the hearings were scheduled when we anaes sa 
our hands on a copy and analyze it. We determined it was not a o ae 
bill. So in 1957 we came back and opposed it. ee 
Mr. Curenowetu. That is the first you had heard of it? That is t] 
first time you had heard any mention of the Burns Creek project? 
Mr. Hunrer. It was the first serious consideration or talk we had 
heard. We had heard, I think, as early as 1949 or 1950 that the 
might, the Bureau might—well, that it might be necessary to build 
a small reregulation reservoir down below Palisades. 
But we had never, I had never heard about a large power project F. Jense 
such as Burns Creek prior to some time in early 1957. “The 1 
Mr. Curnowertu. Reference has been made in the statements here — 
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that probably Burns Creek was contemplated as part of the Palisades ea 
project when it was originally deciannh, but the pressure was stron Swan V 
enough that Burns Creek was abandoned in order that Palisades 
might proceed with construction. Is there any foundation to that 
contention ¢ 

Mr. Hunter. I have seen the report or comments of the Federal 
Power Commission which were attached to the Palisades report, and 
at that time I think the language was that it might be desirable to 
build a reregulation reservoir below Palisades to iron out the fluctu- 
= of the stream in order to get more peaking power in the winter- 

ime. 

That is about the extent of the language that I was familiar with. 
This was just a small reregulation reservoir, I think, that could be 
built for a relatively low cost and which would impound only about 
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17,000 acre-feet of water. There a 
Mr. Saytor. Will the gentleman from Colorado yield ? Heise v 
Mr. CuEenowetu. Yes. ’ site is a 

_Mr. Sartor. In clarification of that point, Mr. Chenoweth, I would ies 
like to insert into the record a summary that I have just had made Certa: 
for me of when the first mention was made of this reregulating res- tention 
ervoir. I find that in the original documents which were submitted en 

in 1941, the 77th Congress, there is absolutely no mention made of “4% 

any reregulating reservoir, and there was nothing in the Bureau's constru 
report on the Palisades in 1950, and that the reference first found was cient ac 

in the report which the gentlewoman from Idaho read this morning, aot, 8. 

. . —— Aands 

in the letter from the Federal Power Commission dated January 1%, ec ons 

1950. from P: 
Mr. Rocrrs. Will the gentleman yield for this insertion ? users, — 
Mr. Cuenowetn. Yes. a 19 
Mr. Rocers. Is there objection ? ae 
The Chair hears none. The insertion will be made as requested. Idaho, | 
(The information referred to follows:) or 40 

Memorandum to: Congressman John P. Saylor. hapa 

From: Geo. S. Green, Clerk to the Minority, House Appropriations Committee. 

In response to your oral request I have checked into the question of the valid- FERRI 

ity of the contention of Department of Interior officials and spokesmen that the 5: 


Burns Creek project has been considered an integral part of the Palisades proj- 
ect from the beginning. 
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In a letter to Congressman John Taber dated March 21, 1959, Secretary Seaton 
made the following statement on this subject : 

“The Burns Creek unit Cannot properly be considered a separate, isolated de- 
velopment. It has been contemplated from the beginning as an integral part of 
the Palisades project.” 

The emphasized statement is not in accord with the facts. A reading of the 
original report on the “Palisades Dam projects” (H. Doc. 457, 77th Cong.), De- 
cember 1941, discloses no mention whatsoever of a reregulating reservoir, either 
at Burns Creek or anywhere else. Even in the Bureau’s 1950 report on ‘Palisades 
Dam and Reservoir project in Idaho” (H. Doc. 720, 8ist Cong.), neither the re- 
port itself nor the Commissioner of Reclamation’s transmittal letter makes any 
mention whatsoever of any reregulating reservoir. 

Additional evidence that Mr. Seaton’s statement was not in accord with the 
facts was further established by the following quotation taken from Commis- 
sioner (then Acting) Dominy’s letter of February 24, 1959 to Congressman Ben 
F. Jensen : 

“The first study made was in 1951 to determine how much reregulating capacity 
(pondage) would be required to permit peaking operations of Palisades power- 
plant. This resulted in a determination that a capacity of 17,300 acre-feet would 
be required. The next step was an examination of several damsites (such as 
Swan Valley, Conant Valley, Dry Creek, and Burns Creek—located from 16 to 
30 miles downstream from Palisades Dam) to find the most economical location.” 

Even in this Bureau study of 1951—which was made 10 years after the initial 
report on Palisades—there was no reference to including power at any reregulat- 
ing reservoir. 

The first reference to a reregulating reservoir is in the Federal Power Com- 
mission’s January 17, 1950, letter of comment on the Bureau report on the Pali- 
sades project (H. Doc. 720, 8ist Cong.), wherein the Commission stated: 

“The staff also suggest that, prior to the time that the project reaches the 
construction stage, consideration be given to the possible construction of a reregu- 
lating reservoir downstream from the site of the Palisades project.” 

In this connection the FPC files contain a September 1949 commentary on 
the Bureau’s Palisades project report in these words: 

“No mention is made in the Bureau’s report on possible reregulation below 
Palisades Dam. With the proposed installation of 112,500 kilowatts, it may 
be desirable to provide a small reregulating reservoir to reduce peak flows. 
There are numerous possible sites in the 42-mile reach between Palisades and 
Heise where 2,000 acre-feet of usable pondage could be obtained. One such 
site is at Dry Creek where a low dam would cost approximately $600,000. It is 
suggested that the need for reregulation, and the possibilities for economic 
pondage at sites below Palisades, be investigated.” 

Certainly the above-quoted record proves quite conclusively that any con- 
tention that the Bureau of Reclamation has considered the Burns Creek project 
an integral part of the Palisades project, from the beginning of the Palisades 
project, is just not true. 

The Palisades project is now completed and in operation. Certainly any new 
construction construction that is now proposed should be able to create suffi- 
cient additional return to justify the incremental cost. This Burns Creek will 
not do. With regard to reregulation of Palisades water releases, Mr. Fred 
Aandahl’s letter of September 26, 1958, certainly made it plain that operating 
under existing contracts there can be no variation or surges in water released 
from Palisades that would be detrimental to the downstream irrigation water 
users. The attached record of streamflows for the Snake River during the fiscal 
year 1958-59 water-year indicates that there have been no such detrimental 
releases, 

As a matter of fact, comparison of the Snake River streamflow at Irwin, 
Idaho, just a few miles below Palisades with the flow at Heise, Idaho, some 30 
or 40 miles downstream, show in a number of instances a greater variation 
in streamflow resulting from the effect of inflows between Irwin and Heise 
than from the Palisades releases themselves. 

Gro. S. GREEN. 

Fesrvary 16, 1960. 
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CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., February 12, 1969. 


Hon. JEROME K. KUYKENDALL, 
Chairman, Federal Power Commission, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. KUYKENDALL: Thank you for your letter of February 4, 1960, trans. 
mitting information on the proposed Burns Creek project in response to my re. 
quest of January 19, 1960. I am surprised that my request required the prepara. 
tion of a considerable amount of detailed information and additional studies, }; 
was to be expected that practically all the information requested would haye 
been readily available and necessary for the preparation of proper answers to 
the Bureau of the Budget request. 

The information supplied was not fully responsive or complete with respect 
to several of the more important items. A detailed analysis of the informatioy 
furnished further strengthens the belief that many of the assumptions and cop. 
clusions contained in the December 17, 1959, FPC staff memorandum to the By. 
reau of the Budget are not valid. It is also evident that the memorandum faileq 
to fully answer several of the more pertinent questions from the Bureau of the 
3udget. 

The FPC staff comments on item 13A appear to be in direct contradiction to the 
position originally taken by FPC in regard to the Palisades project. It is ex. 
tremely difficult to see how the Commission, in its letter of January 17, 1950 (4. 
Doe. 720, 81st Cong.) commenting on the Palisades project, could suggest that 
consideration be given to “the possible construction of a reregulating reservoir 
below Palisades”—and now take the position that such reregulating reservoir 
would not “increase the Palisades power value.”’ 

It is realized that much of the work done by the FPC staff in connection with 
the memorandum in question was performed under pressure to supply some sort 
of an answer in an unreasonably short period of time. It is fully evident that 
the Burns Creek project as proposed will not provide sufficient incremental 
revenue to pay the incremental costs. This was recognized and admitted in Mr, 
Wing’s letter of transmittal of the memorandum report. 

The interest cost on the Burns Creek power investment, at 3 percent, would 
exceed the estimated incremental net revenue for Burns Creek by $277,000 an- 
nually. In 50 years at 3 percent compound interest, this would result in a cost 
to the taxpayers of the Nation of some $31,240,000. This would be in addition to 
the initial power investment of $47,467,000 (including interest during construe. 
tion). Another added cost to the taxpayers of the Nation by the construction 
of Burns Creek is one not readily apparent. It is the added interest cost result- 
ing from a scheduled 36-year postponement of repayments on about $22 million 
or more of “irrigation” and “irrigation power” allocations presently scheduled 
to be repaid through the use of Palisades power revenues. This would amount 
to $660,000 a year for 36 years, beginning in the 15th year of the project. At 3 
percent compound interest this would total $41,760,000. In addition, Federal 
taxes forgone on an investor-owned alternate steamplant would amount to at 
least $170,000 annually. In 50 years at 3 percent compound interest, this would 
total over $19 million. 

Thus, the total cost to the Federal Treasury over a 50-year period would be at 
least $139 million. Under these circumstances and under the Nation’s present 
fiscal and debt conditions, it would seem only proper that the Commission should 
have insisted on sufficient time being allowed to make a thorough and factual 
analysis of the need for, and economic justification for, constructing a Federal 
Burns Creek power project. This is particularly true where the actual primary 
purpose is to compete with investor-owned taxpaying utilities who have amply 
shown that they can and will provide for the future power requirements of the 
area in question and at reasonable cost. 

The attached report has been prepared by my staff and points out in some 
detail the questionable assumptions and questionable validity of the FPC staff 
memorandum to the Bureau of the Budget. This report also points out the 
failure of the FPC memorandum to fully comment on some of the items as re 
quested by the Bureau of the Budget. 

I am sending a copy of this letter and the attached report to the Director of 
the Budget and to the ranking minority member of the Interior and Insular 
Affairs Committee of the House of Representatives, pointing out the worthless 
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character of this Burns Creek proposal and the tremendous loss to the tax- 
payers of the Nation that would accrue through the construction of this project. 
Very sincerely yours, 
JOHN TABER 


Report ON FepERAL Power COMMISSION STAFF MEMORANDUM TO THE BUREAU OF 
THE BUDGET IN RESPONSE TO INFORMAL REQUEST FOR FEDERAL POWER CoOMMIS- 
sion COMMENT ON SIx ITEMS RELATING TO THE PROPOSED BURNS CREEK PROJECT 


INTRODUCTION 


Under date of December 21, 1959, Mr. Francis L. Adams, Chief, Bureau of 
power of the Federal Power Commission, in response to an informal request 
of Mr. Milton Pilcher of the Bureau of the Budget, transmitted to Mr. Pilcher 
a memorandum report commenting on the following six items: 

(1) Comments on engineering feasibility, need for, and purpose of Burns 
Creek unit as a part of the Palisades project. 

(2) Appraisal of dependable capacity and power production. 

(3) Appraisal of estimated power benefits, value of power in the area, 
and taxes forgone. 

(4) Appraisal of estimated power costs of Burns Creek. 

(5) Appraisal of estimated power rates of Palisades and Burns Creek 
combined, and a comparison with other rates in the area. 

(6) Comments on economic feasibility and repayment. 

The memorandum report referred to above was prepared by the San Fran- 
cisco regional office of the Federal Power Commission. It was comprised of a 
transmittal memorandum of Lesher 8S. Wing, regional engineer, and separate 
memorandum reports by Gordon N. Boyer, James S. Lisk, George R. Bell, and 
Tony S. Begovich. 


QUESTIONABLE FPC ASSUMPTIONS AND CONCLUSIONS 


A review of the FPC memorandum report indicated questionable validity of 
a number of the assumptions and conclusions presented therein. Supplementary 


information obtained from the Federal Power Commission strengthened this 
position. 

Each of the six Budget Bureau items, and the FPC comments thereon, will be 
discussed in this report. The reasons and justifications for the opinion that 
many of the FPC assumptions, methods of analysis, and conclusions are not 
valid will be presented herein. Comment will also be made in certain instances 
where it appears that complete and responsive answers were lacking in the 
FPC memorandum report to the Budget Bureau. 


DETAILED DISCUSSIONS OF FPC MEMORANDUM REPORT 


Item 1.—Engineering feasibility, need for, and purpose of Burns Creek unit 
as a part of Palisades project. 


PRIMARY PURPOSE OF BURNS CREEK 


In the introduction to the Boyer memorandum we find this comment: 

“The primary purpose of the Burns Creek development would be to reregu- 
late releases from Pasilades Reservoir. At-site power production and holdover 
storage for irrigation and recreation are other purposes of the development.” 

In Mr. Boyer’s specific comment on item 1 is the following statement: 

“As previously stated, the primary purpose of the Burns Creek unit would be 
to provide reregulation of Palisades Reservoir releases, and thus permit Pali- 
sades powerplant to operate for peaking purposes.” 


NEEDS FOR BURNS CREEK 


Mr. Boyer also admits that they “do not have sufficient data to comment on 
actual monthly deficiences in Palisades peaking capability to meet customers’ 
loads.” 

Mr. Boyer concluded his comments on item 1 in these words: 

“It should be noted that the need and purpose of the Burns Creek unit is to 
meet the specific load requirements of the Bureau’s preferred customers. The 
operating revenues derived from these loads are used in determining the finan- 
cial feasibility of the project, not its economic justification.” 
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On the basis of Mr. Boyer’s statements, it is evident that he was not in a 
position to, nor did he make fully responsive comments or valid conclusions ag 
the actual need for the Burns Creek project. 

A more proper approach to an analysis of the need for the Burns Creek 
project would have been to make a study of present and future power needs 
of the area and the present and probable future provisions for supplying such 
needs. Certainly, a more proper and valid answer would be to the effect that 
present power needs of the area are being met and that investor-owned and nop- 
Federal publicly owned utilities can and will continue to provide for all future 
load growth in the area and at reasonable cost, regardless of whether or not 
Burns Creek is constructed. 

The Bureau of Reclamation has no utility responsibility in connection with 
the sale of Palisades power. Such power, under the act, is incidental to the 
primary irrigation purpose of the project. The FPC staff appears to confuse 
the “desire” of preferred customers for additional power at subsidized tax-free 
rates with the actual “need” for Burns Creek power in the selected market 
area. 

The fact is that there is ample power in the area now and without question 
will be ample power in the future (barring the exigencies of war or other 
unforeseen factors) to serve all the future power requirements of the prefer. 
ence customers and at reasonable rates, without the construction of Burns 
Creek. 


to, 


PURPOSE OF BURNS CREEK 


Mr. Boyer at first emphasized that the primary purpose of Burns Creek would 
be to reregulate releases from Palisades. He then confuses “need” and “pur- 
pose” and admits what the opponents have been contending all along about 
the real purpose of Burns Creek, when he said: 

“It should be noted that the need and purpose of the Burns Creek unit is to 
meet the specific load requirements of the Bureau's preferred customers.” 

As noted, the loads of these preferred customers are now being served and 
there can be no question about them being served in the future without the 
construction of Burns Creek. It is therefore quite clear that there is no real 
need for Burns Creek power and the FPC staff should have so indicated. To 
confuse “desire” and “purpose” with actual “need” is inexcusable and mis- 
leading. 

With regard to the “purpose” or “need” for reregulating the releases from 
Palisades, the FPC staff said in its supplementary information that there would 
be no incremental power benefits from such reregulation and “no dollar invest- 
ment for a single-purpose afterbay can be justified on the basis of PSA 41 
load requirements.” This position appears to be directly opposite to the 
earlier FPC recommendation relative to the Palisades project that ‘“‘considera- 
tion be given to the possible construction of a reregulating reservoir down- 
stream from the site of the Palisades project.” 


LACK OF DETRIMENTAL WATER RELEASES FROM PALISADES 


Throughout the various hearings and reports on the Burns Creek project, the 
proponents have, for the most part, attempted to create the impression that 
the primary purpose of Burns Creek was to reregulate the Palisades discharges 
to obtain greater peaking capability and to present fluctuation of riverflows that 
would be detrimental to downstream irrigation. 

Actually, normal operating conditions and specified requirements for Palisades 
irrigation releases prevent any fluctuation in riverflow during the irrigation 
season, that would be detrimental to the irrigation water users. This was 
made amply clear in Assistant Secretary Aandahl’s letter of September 26, 1958, 
to Mr. Taber. In the nonirrigation season, restriction on Palisades water 
releases and variations thereof are primarily related to maintaining certain 
minimum nonirrigation releases and the prevention of undesirable ice condi- 
tions. The FPC comments on item 2 show that the Bureau contemplates operat- 
ing Burns Creek under the same criteria now applicable to Palisades operation. 
This means that whatever undesirable variation in flow might result from 
-alisades operation would also be present in Burns Creek operation. 

Item 2.—Appraisal of dependable capacity and power output estimate. 

Mr. Boyer’s discussions under this item make it clear that the Bureau con- 
templates operating Burns Creek with the same variations in flow as for 
Palisades operating alone. It is fully evident that under this plan there could 
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be no improvement in river water level conditions by the construction of the 
Burns Creek project. ; 

Mr. Boyer states that the dependable capacity of the Burns Creek project 
would be 90,000 kilowatts, which is the proposed total installed capacity of 
the project. For details, he refers to exhibits A and Al, which were prepared 
py Mr. Lisk and Mr. Bell. The claim that the entire installed capacity of 
Burns Creek is dependable is not valid. This is fully evident from an analysis 
of the assumption and methods used by the FPC staff in arriving at their 
answer. This will be discussed at length later in this report in connection with 
the comments on item 3. 

Mr. Boyer states that there would be no gain in dependable capacity at Pali- 
sades by the construction of Burns Creek. This statement raises a question 
as to the justification for the original FPC recommendation that a reregulating 
reservoir for the Palisades project should be considered. 

No information is presented by Mr. Boyer with respect to an appraisal of 
power output estimates as requested by the Budget Bureau. Nor is there any 
indication that any attempt was made to check the Bureau of Reclamation esti- 
mated power output figures. The Bureau of Reclamation average rate and 
repayment studies show incremental sales of electric energy from Burns Creek 
of 433 million kilowatt-hours. The Bureau and the FPC use a figure of 494 
million kilowatt-hours in computing power benefits. No explanation is given 
for the difference, but it apparently is based on expected power losses. 

Item 8.—Appraisal of estimated power benefits (value of power in area) and 
taxes forgone. 


NORMAL METHOD OF DETERMINING DEPENDABLE CAPACITY AND POWER BENEFITS 


Normally, the Federal Power Commission is called upon to make the evalu- 
ation of power market and power benefits to be derived from Federal hydro- 
electric projects. With the continuing growth in power requirements in all 
sections of the country, there is usually no question as to the eventual utiliza- 
tion of power from each power project under consideration. With regard to 
power benefits, it has been the common practice of the FPC staff to base such 
benefits on the cost of supplying the same amount and kind of power from the 
cheapest alternate source. 


POWER OUTPUT AT PALISADES AND BURNS CREEK 


Power output at the Palisades project in accordance with tle reauthorization 
of that project in 1950 is incidental to the primary use of the project for irri- 
gation. This creates a seasonal pattern of high energy and capacity output 
in the irrigation months and low output in the nonirrigation months. Burns 
Creek would have the same seasonal pattern of power availability. 


ASSUMPTIONS MADE BY FPC DUE TO LACK OF BASIC DATA 


In this instance, the FPC staff admits that it has had to make certain assump- 
tions in its attempt to determine how the Burns Creek project capacity and 
energy could be utilized in the market area selected and what the power benefits 
would be. Some general references have been made earlier in this report to the 
FPC staff admissions on lack of data and inability to make realistic analyses. 
Certain background data is now necessary for understanding some of the more 
specific reasons why many of the assumptions and conclusions of the FPC staff 
are not considered valid. 


BACKGROUND DATA ON MARKET AREA SELECTED BY FPC 


As a basis for the dependable capacity determination, the FPC staff selected 
an area designated power supply area 41 as the proper market area for Burns 
Creek power. About 90 percent of this area’s electric power requirements are 
now being supplied by two major investor owned electric utility companies, the 
Utah Power & Light Co. and the Idaho Power Co. The peakload of Utah 
Power & Light Co., which is slightly the larger system, occurs in the wintertime. 
The trend is said to be toward a continuing and relatively higher winter peak. 

Idaho Power Co. has a distinct summer peak, due in large part to irrigation 
pumping loads. These two companies report to the Federal Power Commission 
on a Combined system basis. In the latest annual report of these companies to 
the Federal Power Commission (FPC form 12, 1958), the annual peak was re- 
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ported to have occurred in July and was 54,000 kilowatts higher than the re 
corded December peak. Estimates of future loads for the next 4 years indicated 
an expected reduction in this variation between July and December peak o 
the area to a differential of only 25,000 kilowatts for the year 1962. In addition 
the report stated that high load factor industrial loads of considerable size are 
being served under interruptible and secondary contract provisions which permit 
curtailment uring the July pool peak. Promotion and large scale development 
of electric space heating in PSA 41 as has been done in other areas of the 
-acific Northwest would tend to and might easily change the future anny) 
peak to a winter peak. Development of offsetting summer air-conditioning loads 
in this area is not to be expected. 


COMMENTS OF FPC ASSUMPTIONS AND CONCLUSIONS 


Viewed with the above background data in mind, specific reference will be 
made to certain of the assumptions and conclusions of the FPC staff that are 
not considered proper or valid. In order to avoid duplication of comment, both 
Mr. Boyer’s statements on item 2 (appraisal of dependable capacity and power 
production) and Mr. Bell’s memorandum on the method and assumptions used 
to make this determination will be referred to alternately as necessary. 

The use of PSA 41 as the market area for Burns Creek power is a reasonable 
assumption, if we keep in mind that the actual use of such power would be 
limited for the most part to a relatively small segment of that area. However, 
the assumption that the dependable capacity of Burns Creek is determined op 
the basis of an estimated July 1970 peak load and load shape for PSA 41 does 
not appear to be valid. In the first place, 1970 is assumed to be the first year 
Burns Creek would be in full operation. Normally these projects are or should 
be analyzed on a 50-year period basis. To assume that the power supply and 
requirement conditions obtaining in the first year of operation would be rep 
resentative and proper over a 50-year life period is absurd on the face of it. 

The estimated peak load and energy requirements for PSA 41 in 1970 were 
taken from the December 12, 1958, FPC report on “Estimated Future Power 
Requirements, Region VII and VIII.” Only annual figures were given in that 
report. At the time Mr. Bell’s memorandum was written, actual monthly load 
figures for 1959 were available only for the first 10 or 11 months of the year. 
For some reason or another, the actual July 1959 peak was considerably higher 
than estimated by the companies just 1 month before its occurrence. The actual 
December 1959 peak (reported after completion of the FPC memorandum) was 
only slightly above the estimated December peak. No explanation is available 
as to why the variation between the July peak and the December peak in 1959 
was different from the normal pattern of the last couple of years or from the 
previous company estimate for 4 years in the future. Nevertheless, the FPC staff 
assumed that this exceptional 1959 load pattern would be representative of the 
future 1970 load, company estimates of the future pattern nothwithstanding. 
That it will be representative of the monthly distribution and load shapes o- 
curring in 1970 and the balance of a proper 50-year analysis period is extremely 
questionable. 

Another factor apparently not considered by the FPC staff is the fact that some 
160,000 kilowatts of high load factor industrial loads are being served under 
contracts permitting certain curtailment during peak periods. Undoubtedly 
special rates are given because of these provisions. Under these circumstances, 
it would seem proper to use a monthly peak variation taking into account these 
potential curtailments of loads. The results might well be to indicate a firm 
winter peak for the area and little monthly variation in the firm peaks through- 
out the year. It might be asked if the effect of weather conditions on peak 
winter loads have been taken into account. An extremely cold winter could 
easily create a winter peak. Under these circumstances, the Burns Creek de- 
pendable capacity would have to be based on the minimum output period that 
occurs during the winter and other nonirrigation months. 


QUESTIONABLE FPC ASSUMPTION ON LOAD CURVE 


Mr. Bell apparently prepared a synthetic load curve for the month of July, 
based on hourly load data available for the year 1958. Actually, the latest load 
data reported for July covers only the peak day of that month in 1958. To take 
this one synthetic load curve developed from 1958 data, to expand it to nearly 
three times its original size and then assume that this will be the proper load 
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eurve to use to determine the dependable capacity of Burns Creek, is hard to 


accept as valid. 
COORDINATION WITH OTHER AREAS 


Data are readily available on the load characteristics and power supply of 
areas adjacent to and interconnected with the selected market area. Because 
of a considerable diversity in power supply, and a lesser but important diversity 
in power requirements, integration and coordination of the power facilities of 
these various power supply areas is a natural and desirable thing. As noted, 
the Idaho Power Co. is one of the two major utilities of PSA 41, the Burns 
Creek market area selected by the FPC staff in their memorandum report. 
The FPC license issued to the Idaho Power Co. for construction of the Brown- 
jee, Oxbow, and Hells Canyon projects on the Snake River, requires the Idaho 
power Co. to coordinate the operations of these projects with the other systems 
in the Pacific Northwest Power Pool. Because of the diversity in both power 
supply and peak power requirements, such integration and coordinated opera- 
tions can be extremely beneficial to the various utilities concerned. Inter- 
connecting transmission lines are now in being which permit considerable co- 
ordination and other lines are being planned or constructed which will permit 
even greater coordination in the future. Contracts or interchange agreements 
are now in being covering important phases of such potential coordination 
throughout the Pacific Northwest Power Pool of which the two major utili- 
ties of PSA 41 are members. 


SURPLUS ENERGY AVAILABILITY FROM ADJACENT AREAS IN JULY 


Information prepared by the west group utilities of the Pacific Northwest 
Power Pool in January 1959 shows that in July of each of the next 10 years 
there is expected to be excess energy above the needs of that area that totals 
over 2,200,000 average kilowatts at a minimum, even under adverse water con- 
ditions, and running as high at 2,700,000 average kilowatts. Varying lesser 
amounts are available in the months of April, May, June, and August. In 
1969-70 the July surplus energy in the west group is expected to be over 2 mil- 
lion average kilowatts, or 20 times the estimated output of Burns Creek. These 
nonths of surplus power coincide to a large degree with the peak load irriga- 
tion season of the market area selected for Burns Creek power. 

Montana Power Co., the major system in PSA 30 to the north of PSA 41, 
is interconnected with the Idaho-Utah system. PSA 30 has a winter peak and 
normally can supply up to 60,000 kilowatts of energy to the Idaho-Utah sys- 
tem in the peak month of July in PSA 41. 


ADDITIONAL STEAMPLANT CAPACITY SCHEDULED FOR PSA 41 


On October 1, 1959, major investor-owned utlities in Arizona, Colorado, New 
Mexico, Utah, and Wyoming issued an “Electric Utility Transmission System 
Study.” This study presented estimates of future loads of the various utili- 
ties through 1980 and indicated the general location and size of new generating 
facilities contemplated for supplying these loads. This study indicates an in- 
stallation of 300,000 kilowatts of new steam capacity in the Utah Power & 
Light Co. area near Kemmerer in southwest Wyoming by 1965 with a total of 
500,000 kilowatts by 1970. Also an addition of 190,000 kilowatts of new ca- 
pacity in the Salt Lake-Ogden-Provo area by 1970 and 590,000 kilowatts by 
1975. 


FPC MAKES QUESTIONABLE ENERGY ASSUMPTIONS 


Having made the questionable assumptions as to the variations in monthly 
peaks, Mr. Bell proceeds to make even more questionable assumptions as to 
the future power supply that would be available to supply PSA 41 loads in 1970. 
Apparently no attempt was made to obtain or analyze the plans of the two 
major utilities as to how they contemplated providing for the future growth on 
their systems. Instead, Mr. Bell arbitrarily assumed, to begin with, that two- 
thirds of 600,000 kilowatts of the Bureau of Reclamation’s Glen Canyon plant 
now under construction would be utilized in serving the 1970 loads in PSA 41 as 
would one-half or 54,000 kilowatts from the Flaming Gorge project. Mr. Bell 
tells us that they had to make an assumption because the Bureau of Reclamation 
had not yet released information on the allocation of power to be produced 
by those plants. This power is supposed to be allocated to preference customers 
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in various areas. Available reports indicate that the Bureau has considered 
as potential allocations from these plants to PSA 41, a high of 390,000 kilowatts 
and a low of 170,000 kilowatts. Both of these figures are considerably below the 
654,000 kilowatts assumption of Mr. Bell. 

Mr. Bell then went on to assume “that energy generation of Oxbow, Hells 
Canyon, Flaming Gorge, and Glen Canyon could be adjusted, by appropriate 
storage releases from the large upstream reservoirs, to fit the balance of monthjy 
remaining load requirements after using the other supply available.” These 
assumptions are extremely unrealistic and improper and will be Specifically 
discussed later in the report. 

It is interesting to note Mr. Bell’s reference to adjusting “releases from the 
large upstream reservoirs,” particularly with regard to Flaming Gorge ang 
Glen Canyon. Just where are these large reservoirs and how can their output 
be materially adjusted as is indicated, without changing the storage plant power 
outputs or interfering with irrigation storage or water releases? 

It is also questionable whether these proposed adjustments and transfers of 
power could be made with the system transmission facilities that would be 
available. ; 

A resulting power flow diagram for all the main transmission lines, for each 
month of the year, predicated on Mr. Bell’s assumed adjustments would un- 
doubtedly be quite revealing. 


NEW CAPACITY AND INTERAREA POWER TRANSFERS AND COORDINATION NOT GIVEN 
PROPER CONSIDERATION BY FPC 


It is quite apparent that Mr. Bell did not give proper consideration to the new 
eapacity being planned by the major utilities and systems of the area. When 
one adds the planned additions to existing capacity, it gives a total for 1970 of 
over 2,900,000 kilowatts, without any allocation of Glen Canyon and Flaming 
Gorge. It is apparent therefore that the utilities of the area are, as would be 
expected, planning on providing the necessary additional capacity to take care of 
future load growth in their respective areas. It is also evident in Mr. Bell’s 
memorandum report that no consideration was given to the tremendous amounts 
of dump energy available, during the peak irrigation months, from the west 
group of the Northwest Power Pool. When questioned on the matter, the 
reply indicated some slight consideration may have been given. The assumptions 
made with respect to the operations of Oxbow and Hells Canyon plants in June, 
July, and December certainly indicated no proper consideration was actually 
given. 

On sheet 1 of item 6 of this supplementing information, the total capability of 
Oxbrow and Hells Canyon is shown to be 545,000 kilowatts. Under the assump 
tions made by Mr. Bell, only 243,400 kilowatts of this capacity is shown to be 
usable in carrying the estimated July 1970 load. In view of the interconnections 
between the Idaho Power Co. system and Bonneville and other major systems 
of the west group of the Northwest Power Pool and the directives in the FPC 
license for the coordinated operation of these Snake River hydroplants with the 
Northwest Power Pool, this assumption of the FPC staff is completely without 
justification. With an estimated surplus of energy on the west group system 
of over 2 million average kilowatts in July 1970, there can be no question that 
all the Idaho and Utah hydroplant capacity can be made dependable on the 
load. It would be stupid to believe that the Idaho Power Co. would not be able 
to coordinate its operations with the power systems to the north and west, so as 
to obtain surplus energy from those systems in June, July, and August, in ex- 
change for furnishing these systems needed energy and capacity in December and 
January. Such coordinated operation would, of course, be just opposite to that 
assumed by Mr. Bell. The effect of his assumptions would be detrimental to 
both the Idaho system and to the west group systems. 

These FPC assumptions relative to adjusting the Oxbow and Hells Canyon 
energy generation are very surprising. As the record will undoubtedly show, 
the Federal Power Commission’s San Francisco office staff has spent an untold 
number of man-years ‘and thousands and thousands of dollars on studies relative 
to a market in faraway California for these tremendous blocks of dump energy 
now going to waste on the Bonneville system. Why, in the face of this, Mr. 
Bell would make the assumptions he did with regard to adjusting the operations 
of Oxbow and Hells Canyon is not understandable. His adjustments would 
increase the potential power output at downstream plants during June and 
July, when millions of kilowatts are going to waste, and would curtail such out- 
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tin December, when it is needed most. Is this the sort of coordination specified 
inthe FPC license? We think not. 


FPC ERRORS IN DEPENDABLE CAPACITY DETERMINATION 


Using the synthetic load curve for July (developed from the 1958 load data) 
expanded to nearly three times the magnitude of the 1958 peak, Mr. Bell indi- 
eates that he comes out wtih a uniform monthly shortage in the area for 1970 
of 154,500 kilowatt capacity. Then Mr. Bell states: 

“Thus the area’s 1970 annual dependable (in-load) hydro capacity amounts 
to 2,950 —154.5 or 2,795.5 megawatts (annual area peak demand minus maximum 
other capacity required). Of this capacity, 90 megawatts are contributed by 
Burns Creek plant. If the area reserve requirement is estimated to be 10 per- 
cent of the 1970 annual peak demand, i.e., 295 megawatts, it can be met by use of 
jdle wheel capacity available in Oxbow, Hells Canyon, Flaming Gorge, Glen 
Canyon, and the fuel-electric plants. None can be credited to Burns Creek. 
Therefore, the annual dependable capacity of Burns Creek is 90 megawatts, the 
plant capacity usable in load in July.” 

As these conclusions did not ring true, a request was made by Mr. Taber for 
copies of the detailed data on which these FPC comments were based. The 
supplemental information received furnished a large amount of additional sup- 
port for the contention that Mr. Bell’s assumptions, methods and conclusions 
relative to the dependable capacity determination were not valid. 

If it was proper to evaluate Burns Creek on the basis of the estimated 1970 
load, then it was foolish to go through all the trouble of making the question- 
able assumptions that Mr. Bell made. It would have been so simple to assume, 
and correctly so, that if the estimated 1970 load was to materialize, then the 
utilities would have provided for the load growth through 1969 regardless of 
what the load shape and monthly variation might be. Then the question with 
regard to Burns Creek would be: To what extent and how could the Burns 
Creek power to be used to serve future load growth in the area after 1969? 
If the area peak was in December or some other month of the period when 
the Burns Creek project power output was at a minimum, then the dependable 
capacity would be limited to the Burns Creek capability to serve area loads dur- 
ing such low output months. This would be something less than 30,000 kilo- 
watts. If the area peak was in July, then the dependable capacity of Burns 
Creek would be increased by the percentage the July peak exceeded the winter- 
time peak. At most, that would be an increase of 14 percent even on the 1959 
monthly variation in peakload. The value or benefits to be attributed to the 
Burns Creek dependable capacity could properly be evaluated on the basis of 
the incremental cost of adding this capacity to an existing plant, or even the 
incremental cost of increasing the size of a planned unit. As indicated, it 
appears that the maximum dependable capacity properly creditable to Burne 
Greek would be about 30,000 kilowatts. It might be less. 


PROPER EVALUATION OF BURNS CREEK POWER BENEFITS 


On the basis of the information brought out previously, it should be clear 
that the existing utilities contemplate, and would be required to construct, 
prior to 1970, additional capacity over that now scheduled, if they are to serve 
the expected load at that time. 

If Burns Creek were scheduled for completion in 1969 and available for 
serving the 1970 load as indicated, then it would have to be assumed that the 
necessary capacity had been constructed in the area, or provided for through 
purchase of firm or dump power from other areas, in order to serve the loads 
up to that time. 

It is evident, therefore, that the cheapest alternate source of power for PSA 
41 with the characteristics of the potential Burns Creek project would be a 
combination of surplus hydroelectric energy from the west group of the Pacific 
Northwest Power Pool, offpeak steam energy from existing or future steam 
electric plants in PSA 41 or adjacent areas, and alternate new steam electric 
capacity able to furnish the expected December—January energy ouput of the 
proposed Burns Creek project, under 1936-37 water conditions; 30,000 kilowatts 
of additional steam plant capacity would be more than ample for the purpose. 
With such additional steam plant capacity, combined with BPA dump power 
available during the months of May through August and offpeak steam energy 
available at various times and hours during the year, the resulting annual 
cost of an alternate source of power to Burns Creek should not exceed $1,900,000 
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or 90 percent of the annual cost of Burns Creek power. This is based on usin 
FPC’s $15.10 capacity value, 3.34 mills for steam energy, and 2.50 mills for 
dump power, plus allowances for losses. Using a power benefit of $1,900,000 
would make the benefit-cost ratio for Burns Creek 0.90 to 1 on a 8 percent Fed. 
eral interest cost and even less on present costs for new money. 

As noted above with respect to the discussion on Mr. Bell’s memorandum on 
how the dependable capacity determination was made and the assumptions 
used, it is believed that considerable amounts of new steam plant capacity not 
provided for under the FPC assumptions will have to be constructed to serve 
the future load growth of PSA 41 prior to 1970. By adding the 30,000 kilo- 
watts of steam capacity through construction of larger units than presently 
scheduled or planned for at existing or new plants, the incremental costs re 
lated to such capacity and energy should be materially lower than used above. 
This should reduce the Burns Creek benefit-cost ratio to an even lower figure, 
possibly below 0.80 to 1. , 


Item 4. Appraisal of estimated power costs of Burns Creek 


Mr. Boyer’s report makes it clear that time did not permit a complete checx 
of the estimated cost of the Burns Creek project and, therefore, the Bureay 
of Reclamation estimate was accepted at face value. The record of higher actua] 
cost of numerous Bureau of Reclamation projects as compared to original esti. 
mate of cost does not recommend such blind acceptance. Nor does Mr. Boyer 
make reference to the fact that the interest cost of new money is now over 4 
percent. Using this higher interest cost would increase the Burns Creek power 
cost about $500,000 a year. 


Item 5. Appraisal of estimated power rates of Palisades and Burns Creek com. 
bined and a comparison with other costs in the area 


No detailed appraisal of the estimated power rates for Palisades and Burns 
Creek are given. Generalized statements are made, with the admission that 
basic data were not available on several of the rates commented upon. 

Mr. Boyer’s comment that the Bureau of Reclamation power rates are lower 
than the rates of private power companies in the area is hardly surprising, when 
around 30 percent of the companies’ power revenues are expended for taxes 
not provided by the Federal projects. A proper appraisal of power rates would 
have taken cognizance of and commented on this preferential tax treatment. 

In regard to power rates it might be of interest to note here that Secretary 
Seaton, in testifying on Trinity River division before the House Interior and 
Insular Affairs Committee on February 3, 1958, had this to say about “pooled 
rates” (called financial integration on Burns Creek) : 

“A plan of sale from an all-Federal development at a pooled rate is undoubt- 
edly acceptable operating procedure, but in diluting the loss represented by the 
differential of more than 7-mill cost and 5-mill pooled sale price the only result 
is to make the loss less obvious. If ratepayers do not absorb this loss, the Cen- 
tral Valley project in its entirety will. There is no alchemy in this pooled rate 
which can or will transform a loss into a gain.” 

If we change the 7 mills to 5.4 mills and the 5 mills to 3.4 mills and Central 
Valley to Palisades, we have the same exact principle. The question is, Why is 
it wrong in the case of Trinity and right in the case of Burns Creek? In both 
cases, the taxpayer and irrigation loses. 


Item 6—Comments on economic feasibility and repayment 


Mr. Boyer earlier in regard to item I, referred to “financial feasibility” and 
“economic justification” of the Burns Creek project. Mr. Boyer may have felt 
that the Bureau of the Budget item should have asked for comments on “eco 
nomic justification.” In either event, it is amply clear that there is neither 
“economic justification” nor “financial feasibility” so far as the taxpayers of 
the Nation are concerned. 

ECONOMIC FEASIBILITY 


Mr. Boyer’s comments on this portion of item 6 are largely confined to a dis 
cussion of four economic feasibility studies supplied by the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion and a comparison with the power benefits as estimated by the Bureau of 
Reclamation and by the FPC staff. 

No mention is made anywhere with respect to the fact that it now costs the 
Federal Treasury over 4 percent interest to obtain funds required to construct 
new Federal projects such as Burns Creek. 

Assuming all other costs and power benefits used by FPC were valid, which 
is not the case, the presently increased cost of Federal money alone would re 
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auce the indicated Bureau of Reclamation and FPC benefit-cost ratios for Burns 
Creek to near or less than unity. 


ADDED BENEFITS OF ALTERNATE STEAM PLANT CAPACITY 


Bren if the dependable capacity figures used by FPC for Burns Creek were 
valid, which clearly has not been demonstrated, a proper offsetting credit to the 
proposed alternate steamplant has been ignored. rhe construction of a steam- 
plant in a combined hydro steam system such as exists in PSA 41, almost without 
exception makes it possible to achieve increased dependable capacity and peak- 
ing capability from existing or future hydroelectric plants in the area. No credit 
was given for this in the F'PC staff analysis of power benefits for Burns ( reek. 
Proper credit would undoubtedly reduce the estimated benefits of Burns Creek 
by a considerable amount. 

P PROJECT REPAYMENT 


Mr. Boyer in commenting on the second part of item 6 notes that the Bureau 
of Reclamation furnished several different rate and repayment studies (the 
Bureau has so many of these studies floating around it is hard to know which 
is the official study, if there is one) to the FPC staff. 

Mr. Boyer made the following statement on project repayment : 

“If Burns Creek were not constructed, all required aid presently authorized 
would be repaid within 33 years from the time the Palisades project started 
operation, and at the end of the 6lst year the earned surplus would be $32,- 

7,564.” 
vine 61st year of operation (2018) is the same year that total required re- 
payment would be completed on the combined Palisades and Burns Creek 

ects. 
as reported surplus figures are without credit for interest. At 3 percent 
interest compounded, the total surplus at the end of the 61st year would total 
$49,200,000. If we assume that this Palisades surplus of $32 million could be 
applied to additional irrigation development, the loss of this revenue is one 
measure of the loss to future irrigation development in Idaho by the construction 
of Burns Creek. 

A comparison of the Bureau of Reclamation’s various combined rate and 
repayment studies for Palisades and Burns Creek with the average rate and 
repayment study for Palisades alone (H. Doc. 720, 81st Cong.) discloses a 
highly questionable treatment of “irrigation” and “irrigation power” repay- 
ments presently required from Palisades power revenues. In the study for 
Palisades alone, the required aid is shown to be repaid by 1990 or 33 years after 
the completion of the Palisades project. Under the combined Palisades and 
Burns Creek study, the repayment on this required “aid” ($22 million) is held 
up from 1971 to 2007 or 36 years. At 3 percent interest this would cost $660 
million per year. This would be an added cost to the taxpayers and at 3 percent 
interest compounded would amount to $41,760,000 over the 36-year period. 

Mr. Boyer states that the annual Burns Creek costs, with 3 percent interest, 
would exceed the expected Burns Creek power revenues by $1,025,300. How- 
ever, it is not clear how he arrived at this figure. It appears to have been 
derived by subtracting the net incremental revenue figure of $1,147,000 from a 
total estimated annual cost of Burns Creek power amounting to $2,072,300. If 
this is the case, it represents an error to the extent that duplicate charges for 
0, & M. and replacements were ignored. 


MR. BOYER’S CONCLUSIONS 


The conclusions in Mr. Boyer’s memorandum are, with a few minor exceptions, 
in agreement with comments contained in the body of the memorandum. There- 
fore, these conclusions are not valid, to the extent the basic data and assump- 
tions on which they are based are in error or contrary to actual conditions and 
proper evaluation. These questionable assumptions and conclusions have been 
noted throughout this report. 


SUMMARY COMMENTS ON THE Srx BuREAU OF THE BUDGET ITEMS 


_ Comments are presented below on each of the six items listed in the introduc- 
tion on which the Budget Bureau requested the comments of the Federal Power 
Commission. These conclusions are believed to be as reasonable and valid as 
can be made on the basis of known facts. 
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Item 1 


There appears to be no question as to engineering feasibility. There is no 
real need for Burns Creek power. The primary purpose of Burns Creek is to 
supply subsidized below-cost, tax-free power to preference customers. 


Item 2 


Dependable capacity of Burns Creek on the basis of a proper analysis would 
not exceed 30,000 kilowatts. All the estimated output above the dependable 
capacity level would be usable as nonfirm seasonal or dump power. 


Item 3 


Power benefits, based on the logical alternate method of providing for the 
power needs of the area, should not exceed $1,900,000 and probably would be 
less. 


Item 4 


In view of the present increase in actual interest cost for new money over the 
rate used by the Bureau of Reclamation and the FPC staff, the annual cogt 
would exceed the FPC report estimate by around $500,000. 

Based on the record of increased ultimate cost over estimated cost for Bureay 
of Reclamation project after project, the Burns Creek actual power cost might 
be considerably higher than now estimated. 

Benefit-to-cost ratio on a proper basis would be less than 0.8 to 1. 


Item 5 


The FPC report presented little information on actual rates in the area, so 
that comment on this item is limited. FPC report made a general statement that 
“The rates used by the Bureau are lower than rates of private power companies 
in the area.” One would hardly call this surprising, in view of the fact that 
around 30 percent of the investor-owned utility revenue goes for taxes. It igs 
ironical that some of these same taxes are used to create tax-free competition, 


Item 6 


The expected net revenue from the Burns Creek project will lack some $277,000 
annually of meeting the interest cost at 3 percent on the power investment. At 
3 percent compound interest, in 50 years this would be a loss of $31,240,000 to 
the Treasury. At 4 percent it would be over 40 percent more. 

Postponement of repayment of “aid” to “irrigation” and “irrigation power” 
now scheduled from Palisades revenue, at 3 percent interest, would be $660,000 
annually for 36 years beginning 14 years after Burns Creek completion. At the 
end of this 50-year period the total interest cost to the Treasury on this postpone- 
ment at 3 percent compounded, would be $41,760,000. Adding these interest 
costs to the initial investment, including interest during construction, we find 
that the total cost to the taxpayers of the Nation would be $120,467,000 in excess 
of net revenues. Taxes forgone would, at a minimum, approximate some $19 
million over the 50-year period. 

In attempting to justify the Burns Creek project and show an ultimate payout 
of the taxpayers’ investment the Bureau of Reclamation proposes to utilize 
Palisades revenues to make up the expected losses from the sale of Burns Creek 
power. This is called financial integration—which destroys the presently 
expected $32 million Palisades surplus at the end of the 61st year of that project. 
This is the measure of loss to potential future irrigation development through 
the use of the estimated Palisades surplus. 

When testifying on Trinity, Secretary Seaton refers to this same sort of 
financial integration as a pooled rate and says, “There is no alchemy in this 
pooled rate which can or will transform a loss into a gain.” Why, then, does 
the Bureau of Reclamation try it here? 


Mr. Cuenowetu. In response to a question, you stated that your 
company had supported the Palisades project without reservation. 

Mr. Hunter. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cuenowetu. Even though it was a financial loss to the com- 

any ? 

Mr. Hunter. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cuenowern. You did that for the overall betterment and im- 
provement of that area, and with that in mind—-that over the long 
run it might inure to your benefit ? 
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Mr. Hunter. That is right. We realize that you have to have 
water in the West for the country to grow, and as the country grows, 
we sell more power and the benfits come back to us in many ways. 

Mr. CHenowetu. Then it is your contention that the Burns Creek 

roject is not needed in order to satisfy the power needs of that area? 

Mr. Hunter. Yes, sir. We have a very strong feeling along those 
lines. We are positive that the Burns Creek power is not needed to 
supply the power requirements of the area. 

te CuEenowetH. Who are they going to sell the power to? They 
cannot construct a project of this magnitude without selling the power 
tosomeone. Whois going to buy it? 

Mr. Hunter. I have seen figures purporting to show that the pref- 
erence customers could take a good portion of this power. I think 
that probably the end result would be quite similar to the result in 
Palisades. 1 think the utilities would have to buy a good share of 
the dump power in order to take it off the market, because otherwise 
it would just go down the river and be wasted. 

Mr, Cuenowetu. What percentage of the power produced at Pali- 
sades would you say the utilities are buying—just approximately ? 

Mr. Hunter. I would say perhaps in the realm of 40 percent or 
somewhere along in there. 

Mr. Cuenoweru. About 40 percent of the total power produced at 
Palisades ? 

Mr. Hunter. That isthe energy produced. 

Mr. Cuenoweru. And if Burns Creek should be constructed, what 
would you anticipate you would purchase there? Would it be a 
larger amount of the dump power there, or would there be dump 
power available ? 

Mr. Hunter. Surely there would be dump. I imagine there would 
bethe same proportion of dump power. 

Mr. CuENowETH. Would you be interested in purchasing power? 
Would you have a need for that additional dump power‘? 

Mr. Hunter. If the power would otherwise go down the river, and 
if it were offered to us at a price such that it was in our interest to 
buy it, I think we probably would buy it. 

Mr. Navcuton. If the Chair would permit me to supplement Mr. 
Hunter’s answer, in buying this dump power we do not make any 
money on it. We buy it at the same price, or substantially the same 
price, that we would buy our fuel for our plants. 

Mr. CuenowreTH. Some mention has been made on the cost of power 
for pumping to continue farm operations, and that they cannot con- 
tinue to buy power to pump water under the rates that they are 
now paying. 

What are your observations on that situation ? 

Mr. Naveuton. I am glad you asked that, Congressman. In the 
last 10 years our loads in the Rexburg area alone—if I may interrupt 
myself, I will say that this map I have placed on the easel is in the 
general area of northeastern Idaho. Dubois is pretty well near the 
Montana line. We have served this territory for a great many years. 
We now are serving about 1,000 wells which have been drilled by the 
farmers, 

_ The yellow areas on this map show the lands which are now being 
Irrigated by pumped water. Since the advent of sprinkler irrigation, 
which permits the purchase of a sprinkling system and eliminates the 
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need to level land as you used to with the gravity type, with the 
ditches and so forth, you are able to utilize what water is available 
much more effectively. 

You can irrigate about a third more land by sprinkling than you 
can by the old gravity method. So during that period of time our 
pumping load in just this area of southeastern Idaho alone has jp. 
creased from 8,000 horsepower to 45,000 horsepower. Our revenues 
from this business have increased five times in the last 10 years, 

The new irrigated acres in the last 10 years have gone from 50,000 
to over 130,000. In other words, the farmers have added about 75,000 
acres. 

I couldn’t help but hear some of the testimony yesterday which 
would indicate that we charge rather excessive rates for irrigation, 
for pumping for irrigation. I believe that might have misled this 
committee because our company has added in this area as I described, 
and the area between this area and the Idaho-Utah line, almost 100,000 
acres under cultivation in the last 10 years. 

The Idaho Power Co., which serves a much larger area of Idaho 
and through the West, serves 400,000 acres. When we consider the 
cost of power as an element of the farmer’s cost insofar as the value 
of his product is concerned, I think we might use a potato area, 

Mr. Cuenowetu. I might state that I have a similar area in Colo- 
rado where the farmers have to pump. 

Mr. NaucutTon. Yes, sir. 

The farmer, the good farmer, and most of them are good farmers, 
will raise about 200 sacks of potatoes per acre. Right now potatoes 
are selling for in excess of $4, I believe, but let’s take a long-range 
average of $2.50. Let’s take $2.50 as a long-range figure. There is 
$500 an acre for value of product. The power cost per acre is about 
$13. 

So I submit to you people that you could give the power to the 
farmer and it wouldn’t have one iota of effect one way or the other 
on whether he had success or not. The farmers in our area are very 
successful people. I am sure Mrs. Pfost will readily agree with me, 
They are good businessmen. 

We have worked with them, I would say, for 15 years, when Mr. 
A. A. Merrell, long a resident of Idaho Falls, first began to develop 
an area west of Idaho Falls. There were times that Mr. Merrell 
couldn’t pay his bill, but we were all interested in the ultimate devel- 
opment. of that because we thought we foresaw something that would 
be good for Idaho and in turn good for us as a company. 

Mr. Cuenowetu. When did this pumping and sprinkling opera- 
tion begin ¢ 

Mr. Naveuton. About 12 or 13 years ago. It has particularly come 
into vogue in the last 10 years. 

Mr. Cuenowetu. Is that because of lack of water in your regular 
irrigation systems ? 

Mr. Naveuton. No; that is an interesting point. Nature has a 
number of what you might call lost rivers up in this northern area, 
north and east of Montana. Under the lava beds are tremendous quan- 
tities of water, about 250 feet deep. As a matter of fact, if you drill 
a hole and put your ear to that hole, you can hear the water rushing. 
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The gentlemen from the Bureau of Reclamation can elaborate on 
this because they have made studies of it for years. So far as I know, 
there has been no marked drawdown on the water table in that. re- 

ion. With water at that level, it is of interest to the farmers to drill 
a well and install a pump. As I said, we have over 1,000 there now. 

Mr. CuenoweTu. Do you make the farmer a special rate for his 
pumping operation ? ; 

Mr. Naucuton. We have a standard industrial rate that is ap- 
plicable to this class of business. The farmer enjoys two tax benefits, 
one is a rollback on the allocated ad valorem taxes, and a rollback on 
the energy tax which the State imposes on energy generated in Idaho. 

Mr. Cuenowretu. What do you mean by a rollback? 

Mr. Navenron. At the end of the year, those determinations are 
made and the farmer gets a rebate. We bill him each month and at the 
end of the year when those taxes are determined an amount is rebated. 
The rebated amount is something of the order of a mill and a half per 
kilowatt-hour. 

The larger farmers will enjoy a rate of around 7 mills. We have a 
number that are between seven and eight. We have some that go 
up to10. But the point I want to bring out is that that rate results in 
a charge on an annual basis of about $13 an acre, and the farmer is 
able to do a job that has a value of around $500 an acre. 

Mrs. Prost. Will the gentleman yield for a question ? 

Mr. Cuenowern. Certainly. 

Mrs. Prost. Did I understand you to say that the farmers are well 
able to pay this $13 an acre ? 

Mr. Naventon. Mrs. Pfost, I think the answer to that is evident, 
because they are doing it. 

Mrs. Prost. Well, there may be a few of the farmers who are doing 
it, but I do not know a single farmer down in the Boise Valley, where 
we have a very rich and fertile area, that is paying $13 an acre for 
water on their land. 

Mr. Naucuton. I beg your pardon; $13 for the power. 

Mrs. Prost. For the power to pump the water per acre? 

Mr. Naucuton. That is right. 

Mrs. Prost. That is $13 an acre for power to irrigate one acre of 
land if I understand you correctly. 

Mr. Naveuton. That is correct. 

Mrs. Prost. Well, the farmers in the Boise Valley do not feel that 
they can pay $13 an acre for irrigation water and still get by. In 
fact, many of the farmers in Idaho aren’t getting by anyway. The 
difference between $8 and $13 an acre is quite an item, on 40 acres. 
Forty times $5 is $200 a year. That is quite an item to many of our 
farmers in Idaho. 

Mr. Navcuton. Mrs. Pfost, I can only cite statistics, of course. Our 
loads have increased from 8,000 horsepower to 45,000 horsepower in 
10 years. 

I would like to make this observation: That the number of pumps 
we are able to service is in excess of 1,000. We have extended our 


system up into the Mud Lake area. About $314 million has been 
invested in the last few years. 
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In recalling our budget, our construction budget for this year, the 
loads are quite rapidly increasing up in this Mud Lake area. Ag, 
matter of fact, each year I am astounded at the number of new black 
dots, which represent wells, which come in in this area. 

I make this observation, and I don’t mean to be facetious in any 
way, but some measure of the well being of an agriculturalist is wha 
kind of home does he have, how does his f family dress, the things 
that you and I use. 

I believe we will find more nice, expensive automobiles in that apeg 
than we have in many other areas. God bless them, I love it. I belieyg 
you will find more people that are able to take rather expensive vaca. 
tions from that area. I know them and I talk with them. They ar 
well-to-do people. They are well able to pay the $13, apparently, be. 
cause they are doing it, and they are adding to their acreage each year, 

Mrs. Prosr. Maybe I just hear from those people in the pumping 
area you refer to who are having very desperate experiences trying 
to get loans to even improve their farms such as fencing, and so forth, 
They have exerted every effort in the world and exhausted all re- 
sources for funds, and are still, in many instances, having to give up 
homes on this new land where they have gone to either pump or to 
sprinkle from irrigation wells. 

I have had a great many letters from farmers in southeast Idaho 
in the last 2 years asking me to do whatever I could to help them get 
FHA loans or other money to try to save their farms. 

I know from personal exper ience that $200 a year on a water bill 
for a 40-acre farm in the Boise Valley is an important item to a farmer 
and, further, we do not consider that farmers can live with $13 an 
acre for irrigation water. They have all the other operating expenses 
and taxes above that. 

Now I have taken too much of the gentleman’s time. I appreciate 
his yielding to me. 

Mr. Naventon. If I may supplement that for a moment, I was born 
and reared on a farm, and I know the differences in soils. My mother 
still a a farm down in Texas, for which I am somewhat respon- 
sible. I am not familiar with the quality of the soil in the Boise area. 
I mean I haven’t gone into it as you have, but I do know the quality 
of the soil in and around the Rexburg, Ashton, and Monteview area. 

I have known those people for many years, and I have worked with 
them for many years. They have been successful. They are efficient 
farmers. They fertilize and they have gone to mechanization—thos 
things that you know more of than I. “All I can do is to recite the 
facts as I know them. 

Mrs. Prost. I might also add that one of the county agents of 
county in my Congression: il District in Idaho told me last. fall that 
their number of farms had dropped from 1,900 to 1,200 in the past 
few years, which was a great source of worry, meaning that many 
of the smaller or marginal farmers had had to give up title to their 
land. This is an unhappy situation. I am not bl: aming it all upon 
the cost of irrigation water or the pumping services, of course; but, 
nonetheless, I certainly think it has its share of the burden to bear. 

Again, thank you. 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Ullman. 

Mr. Utiman. Mr. Naughton, do you have a map showing your 
service areas in Idaho? 
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Mr. Naventon. Yes; we do, Mr. Ullman. 

Mr. Uttman. Mr. Chairman, could I ask unanimous consent that 
this be made part of the record ? 

Mr. Rocers. Is there objection ? 

The Chair hearsnone. The request is granted. 

(The map referred to follows :) 
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Mr. Utiman. Mr. Naughton, this shows your tr ansmission lines, 
Do you have an actual geographical designation for your service area} 
Do you have specific boundaries to the area in whic . you operate ? 

Mr. Navenron. Naturally we do; of course. I do not have data 
with me that would answer that. In other words, what parts of coun. 
ties are the delineations. I will be glad to supply that for the record, 
however. I do not have one with me. 

Mr. Utiman. I would ask unanimous consent that when that js 
supplied, that also be made part of the record. 

Mr. Rogers. What was your request ? 

Mr. Uttman. Another map specifically designating the service areas 
in Idaho of the Utah Power Co. 

Mr. Rogers. Do you have that map ?/ 

Mr. Naueuron. I do not have it with me, but I will be glad to 
supply it. 

Mr. Rogers. Is there objection to the request ? 

The Chair hears none. It is so ordered. 

(The geographical map faces this page. ) 

Mr. Utiman. Mr. Naughton, how are those service areas deter. 
mined? Is this by arrangement with the Idaho Power Co. or other 

ower companies, or is this by franchise from the State? How do you 
aekerivins your operating area? 

Mr. Navueuton. The first thing that we have to do is to get a cer. 
tificate of convenience and necessity from the Utilities Commission of 
the State of Idaho. 

Having obtained that, we then go to get a franchise from the county, 
or that part of the county in which we intend to operate. If it is 
within a city limit, we get a franchise from the officials of that city. 
Those franchises have terms going from, let’s say, 15 years on to 50 
years. 

Mr. Uttman. These are exclusive franchises ? 

Mr. Naventon. Yes, sir; they are. 

Mr. Uniman. In your operating areas, there is no other electricity 
sold, with the exception of the REA’s that are in question here; is 
that right ? 

Mr. Nauecuton. Yes, sir; that is correct. 

If I might supplement my answer, way back in the mid-1920’s, we 
began to see that we could aid in the development of the economy of 
our area by serving rural areas. So long before there were laws that 
permitted loans to build REA facilities we had served those areas. 

So we have in the State of Utah a relatively small number of REA’: 
In Idaho we worked with them right from the very beginning. 

Mr. Uttman. The fact, however, that there are RE A's in the area, 
indicates that there were rural areas that we re not covered or serv- 
iced with electricity ? 

Mr. Naveuton. That is right. 

Mr. Utiman. Of course, that is the reason that we originally in 
Congress established as a national policy the assistance to the REA’ 
for the deve ‘lopment of electrical service to rural areas. 

I think in Congress today you will find it is still a very well thought 
of policy and has widespread support among the Members of Con- 
gress. 

Are there any Federal regulations covering your operation? Do you 
require a Federal license, in other words? 
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Mr. Naventon. Yes, sir. We have a number of hydroplants—I do 
not have the specific list, but, again, I will be perfectly happy to fur- 
nish it for the record—of hydroplants for which we have what we 
call Federal licenses. We are under the jurisdiction of the Federal 
Power Commission. We are in interstate commerce. 

We are under their jurisdiction for our resale rates and matters 
of that nature, as well as the licensing of the so-called plants. 

Mr. Utiman. But your only regulation comes in connection with 
the hydroplants / 

Mr. Naveutron. No. <Any time that you sell power for resale, to 
wit, an REA or another utility, or a city, you are subject to the 
jurisdiction of the Federal Power Commission, because that is a sale 
for a resale. 

Mr. Uttman. You have no hydroplants, yourself, in your company 
system ? . 

Mr. Navecuton. Yes. 

Mr. Uttman. You do have? 

Mr. Naucuron. Yes. About 25 percent of the capacity of our 
system is hydro. , 

If I might elaborate a bit on that answer, I believe our company 
was one of the first companies in the United States to develop what 
is in today’s terminology a multipurpose project. 

We built our Bear River system in southeastern Idaho beginning 
in 1906 and it was completed in about 1927. We operate that plant 
entirely in consonance with the requirements of the irrigator. There 
isa multipurpose project, built just after the turn of the century, with 
entirely investor-owned funds operated entirely in consonance with 
the requirements of the irrigators. We get along with them and have 
for a great many years. 

Mr. Uttman. That is certainly commendable. 

You are, as I can see from your reputation, a very competent and 
capable administrator of the private utility system. Isn’t it true 
that you are here primarily in that capacity and for the reason that 
this bill before us would place in your service area electricity in 
competition with yours? 

Mr. Naveurton. I think the attitude of our company has been made 
quite clear by the reading into the record by Congressman Saylor a 
moment ago the testimony of Mr. George R. Corey, given before this 
committee in 1949. Incidentally, I was present with Mr. Corey 
when he put in that testimony. 

As a utility company president, and as an individual taxpayer, I 
feel that it is my duty, and my board fully approves of what I do, to 
bring to the knowledge of this committee and to our customers, and to 
our employees, projects of this type which are purely power projects. 

For the company and as an individual, I do not believe it comes 
within the purview of the Federal Government’s responsibility to sup- 
ply electric power. 

r. Uttman. I understand that from listening to your testimony 
and knowing of your position. But the fact remains that you do have 
a financial stake in the outcome of this legislation, as far as your com- 
pany is concerned, as far as your profits are concerned. 

Mr. Naventon. Mr. Ullman, I don’t believe that, is quite a correct 
statement, except insofar as a project like this would certainly retard 
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the date when corporate taxes and individual income taxes can be 
reduced. 

If this project be built, it would preclude our serving business that 
we likely would otherwise be privileged to serve. But only to that 
extent, and to the indirect extent of adding to the burden of the 
Federal Government’s money requirements would we be affected. 

Mr. Uttman. However, you are appearing here not as a private 
citizen. You are appearing here as the president of the private utility 
that will be most affected by the construction of a power and multi- 
purpose plant at the Burns Creek site; isn’t that right ? 

Mr. Navueuton. I guess that is a fair statement. 

Mr. Uttman. I certainly don’t think that you would deny that your 
company does have a very considerable financial interest, in the out- 
come of the Burns Creek proposal. 

Mr. Naveuron. I would not agree at all with the “very consider- 
able,” Mr. Ullman. 

In the first place, we don’t make a profit, as is commonly known, 
We only make a return on the investments that we have dedicated to 
the service that we render. 

No utility company can enjoy increased business unless the people 
it serves are increased due to the utilization of the natural and the 
industrial resources of the area. We believe that it is in the interest 
of America to put the natural resources that the good Lord put in that 
area to beneficial use. 

You will find us back here, as I am sure you have many times, that 
whenever a project is brought up that will bring water to that land 
which some day we will need, we are back here for it. As a matter of 
fact, the Central Utah project which the Bureau of Reclamation re- 
gion 4 is now working on and which is a part of the Colorado River 
storage project, was first conceived back about 1933 by Mr. J. A. Hale, 
one of our vice presidents who retired just a year and a half ago. So 
no one can accuse us of not working for the economic well-being of the 
general area. 

Mr. Uxrman. I certainly would not disagree with you. 

I think this is a pretty consistent record of the private utilities in 
general. They have been in favor of reclamation projects that would 
increase the power consumption in that area as long as there were not 
features of the project that would provide competition in the field of 
private power. This is rather persistent in the West, and it is a matter 
of record. 

I think your position has been quite similar, that in the case of mul- 
tipurpose projects that involved considerable power output, your po- 
sition has generally been in opposition to those projects. 

Mr. Naveuron. Mr. Ullman, I would like to correct that. I can’t 
let that answer stand as you phrased it. 

On multipurpose projects where the generation of electric power 
is a proper and feasible adjunct to the success of that project, we have 
always favored it. I might go on, but where a project to be built by 
the Federal Government is solely a power project without any water- 
producing features, you would find us back here, I believe, opposing tt. 

Mr. Utiman. Your position is basically this: You are challenging 
the engineering findings of the Bureau of Reclamation in this in- 
stance / 
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Mr. Naveuton. I think we are challenging the economic features 
of the proposed engineering and construction recommended in this 
project. 

Mr. Utiman. I would like to know just what you are challenging 
and what you are saying is wrong about the Bureau of Reclamation 
studies that have been made on Burns Creek. 

We have had a lot of talk here about the various aspects of the 
projects, and wherein the Bureau is wrong. 

In the first place, would you deny that this power will be sold, if 
Burns Creek is built ? 

Mr. Navucuton. I think anything can be sold, Mr. Ullman. It 
depends on the price at which it is offered. 

Mr. Utiman. Of course, I think in this whole power argument you 
have hit the nail pretty well on the head on what the issue is all about. 
There is never any shortage of electricity when it is high-cost elec- 
tricity. But the lower the cost, of course, the more the demand and 
the more scarce becomes the commodity. 

If, for instance, you could produce electricity in your area at a price 
that would allow private entrepreneurs to go in and develop the great 
phosphate fields of southeastern Idaho, then you would have a vir- 
tually unlimited demand for electricity. 

Mr. Naventon. Mr. Ullman, I would like to make a comment on 
that. 

Ten years ago just now the Monsanto Chemical Co. of St. Louis, 
with whom we had had discussions for several years, came to us for 
a proposition on one and two of the largest furnaces ever, up to that 
time, having been built in this country; to wit, 33,000 kilowatts each. 
Within a period of 30 days we worked out an arrangement with Mon- 
santo Chemical Co. to supply electric power to those three furnaces 
at a price of around 5 mills per kilowatt-hour. 

That contract has definitely inured to the benefit of Idaho’s economy, 
to that area’s economy and to the customers of Utah Power & Light 
Co. generally, because we were able to do a rather unusual thing. 

By providing what is termed in our industry as interruptible power 
to this customer, we were able to put our reserve capacity to beneficial 
use. The contract has now been in operation almost 8 years. We sup- 

ly that power for 5 mills a kilowatt-hour. Monsanto has had excel- 
ent business success with the venture. The Idaho phosphate beds are 
now being used. 

Now, just last summer we began to serve a cooperative with still a 
larger furnace; to wit, 35,000 kilowatts. I believe that is the largest 
furnace in the world today. That is a cooperative, the Central Farm- 
ers Fertilizer Co. That rate is served from a little more expensive 
part or older equipment in our reserve capacity, and the rate is about 
dl, mills per kilowatt-hour. 

There you have a cooperative and there you have Monsanto Chemi- 
cal, one of the largest chemical companies in America, both utilizing 
quite successfully the phosphate reserves of southeastern Idaho. As 
a matter of fact, we now have a proposition out to Central Farmers, 
and we have a date with the president of that company next Thursday, 
and I wouldn’t be at all surprised if that does not eventuate into still 
another furnace in the Central Farmers operation. 


oi Utiman. In the case of Monsanto, is that commercial phos- 
phate? 
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Mr. Naventon. Elemental phosphorus. 

Mr. Utiman. It is chemical phosphate? 

Mr. Naveurton. It is for detergents and chemicals in general. 

In the case of the Central Farmers Fertilizer Co., they go to an ele. 
mental phosphorous and then on to a concentrate which is used as q 
fertilizer in the Middle West. 

Mr. Uttman. There is a tremendous demand, of course, for phos- 
phates. 

Mr. Naventon. Not at the moment. 

Of course, it varies as all other commodities. The phosphate busi- 
ness in 1957 retarded somewhat. It was a good year in 1958. There 
have not been too many phosphate furnaces added in the last 3 or 4 
years. 

Mr. Uniman. But if sufficient quantities of phosphate fertilizer 
were available at the right place, I think the farmers of America 
would certainly build a tremendous demand for it, would you not say? 

Mr. Naveuton. Well, of course, that varies. 

You have a soil condition. It depends on a lot of factors which 
we haven’t time to go into here. But I doubt very much, Mr. Ull- 
man, that for land beneficiation much more phosphorous would be used 
than is being used at the present time. I don’t think price is retard. 
ing the utilizations. 

Mr. Utiman. I am glad to get your opinion on that. 

Just briefly, do you have a power rate schedule for your Idaho 
area ? 

Mr. Navcuton. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Urrman. Would you make that available? 

Mr. Navauton. We will be glad to file our rate schedules. I 
haven’t them with me at the moment. 

Mr. Utitman. This will be a schedule indicating the different classes 
of power and the different rates, including industrial pumping? 

Mr. Naventon. Yes. I will be glad to file it for the committee. 

Mr. Uriman. I ask unanimous consent that that be included in the 
record at this point, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rogers. Is there objection? 

The Chair hears none. 

It is so ordered. 

(Information referred to follows:) 

[Notr.—Following are Utah Power & Light Co. rate schedules for residential 
service, general service, industrial service—medium voltage, industrial service— 
high voltage, irrigation, and energy for resale—medium and high voltage. The 
Utah Power & Light Co. has submitted additional rate schedules which may be 
found in the committee’s files. These include residential service, including 
water heating; commercial light service; commercial water heating and street 
lighting—customer owned. | 

First Revised Sheet No. 1 
Cancels Original Sheet No. 1 
Utah Power & Light Company 
P.U.C.I. No. 5 
Scuepute No. 1—Srate or Ipano 


RESIDENTIAL SERVICE 


Availability: In all territory served by the Company where there are facilities 
of adequate capacity. 

Application: This Schedule is for alternating current service supplied at ap 
proximately 120 or 240 volts through one kilowatt-hour meter at a single point 
of delivery for all electric service required on the premises for residential 
purposes. 





When 
than on 
puted by 
py the n 

Wher 
other g% 
appropr 
service 
be appli 

Mont! 

R 


Seaso 
minim 
Contr 
Elect: 
ance Wi 
and the 
and apy 
future | 
incorpo! 
Issuec 


Utah Po 


Avail 

of adeq! 
Appli 
service 

at a sil 
Resale 

Mont! 

F 


I 


*Ad 





woe re 


we 


BURNS CREEK PROJECT, IDAHO 259 


When conditions are such that service is supplied through one meter to more 
than one dwelling or apartment unit, the charge for such service will be com- 
puted by multiplying the number of kwh in each block and the minimum charges 
. the maximum number of dwelling or apartment units that may be served. 

Where a portion of a dwelling is used regularly for business, professional or 
other £ gainful purposes, the premises will be classified as nonresidential and the 
appropriate schedule applied. However, if the wiring is so arranged that the 
service for residential purposes can be metered separately, this Schedule will 

be applied to such service. 

Pecathiy Bill: 

Rate: 
3.8¢ per kwh first 60 kwh 
2.7¢c per kwh next 140 kwh 
1.6¢ per kwh all additional kwh 
Minimum: 
$1.00 for single phase service 
3.00 for three phase service 

Seasonal Service: When seasonal service is rendered under this Schedule, the 
minimum seasonal charge will be $8.00. 

Contract Period: One year or longer. 

Electric Service Regulations: Service under this Schedule will be in accord- 
ance with the terms of the Electric Service Agreement between the Customer 
andthe Company. The Electric Service Regulations of the Company on file with 
and approved by the Public Utilities Commission of the State of Idaho, including 
future applicable amendments, will be considered as forming a part of and 
incorporated in said agreement. 

Issued August 7, 1958; effective September 7, 1958. 


Itah Power & Light Company 
-esiaa Orginal Sheet No. 6 
PUA Ieee 


SCHEDULE No. G—STATE OF IDAHO 
GENERAL SERVICE 


Availability: In all territory served by the Company where there are facilities 
of adequate capacity. 

Application: This Schedule is for alternating current, single or three phase 
service supplied at Company’s available voltage through one kilowatt-hour meter 
at a single point of delivery for all electric service required on the premises. 
Resale service will be available only under other appropriate schedules. 

Monthly Bill: 

Rate: 
3.800¢ per kwh first 500 kwh* 
2.700c per kwh next 500 kwh 
1.600¢ per kwh next 5,000 kwh 
0.975¢ per kwh next 10,000 kwh 
0.650e per kwh all additional kwh 
Power Factor: 

This rate is based on the Customer maintaining at time of maxi- 
mum use a power factor of of 85% lagging, or higher, as determined 
by measurment. If the power factor is found to be less than 85% 
the monthly kilowatt-hour consumption as recorded by the Company’s 
meter will be increased by % of 1% for every 1% the power factor 
is less than 85% 

All installations of neon, fluorescent, mercury vapor lamps or tubes, 
or other types of gaseous lamps or other devices having low power 
factor characteristics, installed or generally rearranged after the 
effective date of this Schedule will be supplied hereunder only if the 
overall power factor (including the auxiliaries) of such units or 
group of units is 85% lagging or higher. 


_—_— 


*Add 70 kwh for each kw of Demand in excess of 5 kw 
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Voltage Discount: 
Where Customer takes service from Company’s available lines of 
2300 volts or higher and provides and maintains all transformers 
and other necessary equipment, the voltage discount based on meas. 
ured demand will be: 
20¢ per kw for first 100 kw of Demand and 
10¢ per kw for all additional kw of Demand 
Minimum—Net: 
$1.00 plus $1.00 for each kw of Demand over 5 kw, but not less than 
$3.00 for three phase service 

Demand: The kw as shown by or computed from the readings of Company's 
Demand meter, for the 15 minute period of Customer’s greatest use during the 
month, determined to the nearest kw. 

Seasonal Service: Seasonal service such as to beet dumps, pea viners, can- 
ning and packing plants will be supplied under this Schedule. The net mini- 
mum seasonal payment based on the highest kw Demand (not less than 1 kw) 
established during the season will be: 

$10.00 per kw for one month’s service or less 
13.50 per kw for more than one month’s but not more than three months’ 
service 

Contract Period: One year or longer. 

Electric Service Regulations: Service under this Schedule will be in accord- 
ance with the terms of the Electric Service Agreement between the Customer 
and the Company. The Electric Service Regulations of the Company on file 
with and approved by the Public Utilities Commission of the State of Idaho, 
including future applicable amendments, will be considered as forming a part 
of and incorporated in said agreement. 

Issued September 24, 1952; effective September 29, 1952. 


Utah Power & Light Company 
Original Sheet No, 8 
P.U.C.I. No. § 


SCHEDULE No. 8—STATE OF IDAHO 


GENERAL INDUSTRIAL SERVICE—MEDIUM VOLTAGE 


Availability: In all territory served by the Company where there are facilities 
of adequate capacity. 

Application: This Schedule is for alternating current, three phase service 
supplied at 2300 to 15,000 volts through a single point of delivery for all service 
required on the Customer’s premises for manufacturing or other industrial pur- 
poses by industrial customers contracting for not less than 35 kw. Seasonal 
service will be available only under other appropriate schedules. 

Monthly Bill: 

Rate: 
$2.15 per kw first 100 kw of Demand 
2.05 per kw next 400 kw of Demand 
1.90 per kw all additional kw of Demand 
0.97¢ per kwh first 20,000 kwh 
0.65¢ per kwh all additional kwh 
Power Factor: 

This rate is based on the Customer maintaining at the time of 
maximum use a power factor of 85% lagging, or higher, as deter- 
mined by measurement. If the power factor is found to be less than 
85% lagging, the Demand as recorded by the Company’s meter will 
be increased by *%, of 1% for every 1% that the power factor is less 
than 85%. 

Term Discount: 
5% for a contract of 10 years longer. 
Minimum: 

The monthly Demand charge, but not less than $75.25. 

Demand: The kw as shown by or computed from the readings of Company’s 
Demand meter, for the 15 minute period of Customer’s greatest use during the 
month, adjusted for power factor as specified, determined to the nearest kw, 
but not less than 35 kw. 
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Contract Period: One year or longer. 

Electric Service Regulations: Service under this Schedule will be in accord- 
ance with the terms of the Electric Service Agreement between the Customer 
and the Company. The Electric Service Regulations of the Company on file 
with and approved by the Public Utilities Commission of the State of Idaho, 
including future applicable amendments, will be considered as forming a part 
of and incorporated in said agreement. 

Issued September 24, 1952; effective September 29, 1952. 


Utah Power & Light Company 


Original Sheet No. 9 
P.U.C.I. No. 5 
SHEDULE No. 9—STATE or IDAHO 


GENERAL INDUSTRIAL SERVICE—HIGH VOLTAGE 


Availability : In all territory served by the Company where there are facilities 
of adequate capacity. 

Application : This Schedule is for alternating current, three phase service sup- 
plied at approximately 44,000 volts or higher through a single point of delivery 
for all services required on the Customer’s premises for manufacturing or other 
industrial purposes by industrial customers contracting for not less than 80 kw. 
Seasonal service will be available only under other appropriate schedules. 

Monthly bill: 

Rate: 
$2.00 per kw first 100 kw of Demand 
1.90 per kw next 200 kw of Demand 
1.65 per kw all additional kw of Demand 
0.65¢e per kwh first 1,000,000 kwh 
0.54¢ per kwh all additional kwh 
Power Factor: 
This rate is based on the Customer maintaining at the time of 
maximum use a power factor of 85% lagging, or higher, as determined 
by measurement. If the power factor is found to be less than 85% 
lagging, the Demand as recorded by the Company’s meter will be in- 
creased by % of 1% for every 1% that the power factor is less 
than 85%. 
Term Discount: 
5% for a contract of 10 years or longer. 
Minimum: 
The monthly Demand charge, but not less than $160.00. 

Demand: The kw as shown by or computed from the readings of Company’s 
Demand meter, for the 15 minute period of Customer’s greatest use during the 
month, adjusted for power factor as specified, determined to the nearest kw, 
but not less than 80 kw. 

Contract period : One year or longer. 

Electric Service Regulations: Service under this Schedule will be in accord- 
ance with the terms of the Electric Service Agreement between the Customer 
and the Company. The Electric Service Regulations of the Company on file 
with and approved by the Public Utilities Commission of the State of Idaho, 
including future applicable amendments, will be considered as forming a part 
of and incorporated in said agreement. 

Issued September 24, 1952 ; effective September 29, 1952 


dm. 





Utah Power & Light Company 


First Revised Sheet No. 10 
Cancels Original Sheet No. 10 
P.U.C.I. No. § 


SCHEDULE NO. 10—SrTATE oF IDAHO 


IRRIGATION AND SOIL DRAINAGE PUMPING POWER SERVICE 


Availability : In all territory served by the Company where there are facilities 
of adequate capacity. 

Application: This Schedule is for alternating current, single or three phase 
service supplied through a single point of delivery for service to motors on pumps 
and machinery used for irrigation and soil drainage. 
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Monthly bill: 
Rate: 
$1.65 per kw first 100 kw of Demand 

1.10 per kw ali additional kw of Demand 
1.65¢ per kwh first 100 kwh per kw of Demand 
0.97¢ per kwh next 5,000 kwh 
0.65¢ per kwh next 20,000 kwh 
0.48¢ per kwh all additional kwh 

Power Factor: 

This rate is based on the Customer maintaining at time of maximum 
use a power factor of 85% lagging, or higher, as determined by meas. 
urement. If the power factor is found to be less by 85% lagging 
the Demand as recorded by the Company’s meter will be increaseg 
by % of 1% for every 1% that the power factor is less than 85%, 

Term Discount: 
5% for a contract of 10 or more successive seasons. 
Voltage Discount: 
Where Customer takes delivery of service at 44,000 volts or higher, 
the voltage discount will be: 
20c per kw for first 100 kw of Demand and 
10¢ per kw for all additional kw of Demand 
Minimum—Net: 
The monthly Demand charge, but not less than $1.65. 
Prorating of Bills: 
sills for service under this Schedule will be prorated for only the 
beginning and final services months of each irrigation season. 

Demand: The kw as shown by or computed from the readings of Company's 
Demand meter, for the 15 minute period of Customer’s greatest use during the 
month, adjusted for power factor as specified, determined to the nearest kw, 
but not less than 1 kw. 

Contract period : One year or longer. 

Electric Service Regulations: Service under this Schedule will be in accordance 
with the terms of the Electric Service Agreement between the Customer and the 
Company. The Electric Service Regulations of the Company on file with and 
approved by the Public Utilities Commission of the State of Idaho, including 
future applicable amendments, will be considered as forming a part of and 
incorporated in said agreement. 

Issued February 28, 1953 ; effective April 1, 1953. 


Utah Power & Light Company 
Original Sheet No. 15 
P.U.C.I. No. 5 
SCHEDULE No. 15—STATE OF IDAHO 
RESALE POWER—MEDIUM VOLTAGE 


Availability: In all territory served by the Company where there are facilities 
of adequate capacity. 

Application: This Schedule is for alternating courrent, signal or three phase 
service supplied at 2300 to 15,000 voits, to municipalities, governmental agencies, 
or public service companies; said service being sold to Customer at wholesale 
for resale to inhabitants of cities, towns or villages. Service hereunder is 
limited to single installations of not less than 35 kw at a single point of delivery 
and may be taken for auxiliary use. 

Monthly Bill: 

Rate: 
$2.15 per kw first 100 kw of Demand 
2.05 per kw next 400 kw of Demand 
1.90 per kw all additional kw of Demand 
0.97¢ per kwh first 20,000 kwh 
0.65¢ per kwh all additional kwh 
Power Factor: 

This rate is based on the Customer maintaining at time of maximum 
use a power factor of 85% lagging, or higher, as determined by meas- 
urement. If the power factor is found to be less than 85% lagging, 
the Demand as recorded by the Company’s meter will be increased 
by ™% of 1% for every 1% that the power factor is less than 85%. 
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Term Discount: 
5% for a contract of 10 years or longer. 
Minimum : 
The monthly Demand charge, but not less than $75.25. 

Demand. The kw as shown by or computed from the readings of Company’s 
Demand meter, for the 15 minute period of Customer's greatest use during the 
month, adjusted for power factor as specified, determined to the nearest kw, but 
not less than 35 kw. 

Contract Period : One year or longer. 

Electric Service Regulations: Service under this Schedule will be in accord- 


: ance with the terms of the Electric Service Agreement between the Customer 
g and the Company. The Electric Service Regulations of the Company on file 
4 with and approved by the Public Utilities Commission of the State of Idaho, 
including future applicable amendments, will be considered as forming a part 
of and incorporated in said agreement. 
Issued September 24, 1952; effective September 29, 1952. 
r, 
Utah Power & Light Company 
Original Sheet No. 16 
P.U.C.L. No. 5 
SCHEDULE No. 16—STATE OF IDAHO 
RESALE POWER—HIGH VOLTAGE 
he Availability: In all territory served by the Company where there are facilities 
"g of adequate capacity. 


he Application: This Schedule is for alternating current, three phase service sup- 
plied at approximately 44,000 volts or higher to municipalities, governmental 


W : ; : . , g : : 7 
; agencies, REA cooperatives, or public service companies; said service being sold 
to Customers at wholesale for resale to inhabitants of cities, towns, villages and 
ce rural areas. Service hereunder is limited to installations of not less than SO kw 
he at a single point of delivery. REA cooperatives which are supplied ata major 
nd delivery point at 44 kv may for convenience, for interim periods, take delivery 
ng of service at other locations to supply their own distribution system at lower 
nd voltages and be billed on a consolidated basis under this Schedule for all such 
service by adding the monthly kilowatt demands and the monthly kilowatt- 
hours of energy registered at each of such delivery points. Service under this 
Schedule may be taken for auxiliary use. 
Monthly Bill: 
Rate: 
15 $2.00 per kw first 100 kw of Demand 
, 1.90 per kw next 200 kw of Demand 
1.65 per kw all additional kw of Demand 
0.65¢e per kwh first 1,000 kwh 
0.54¢c per kwh all additional kwh 
Power Factor: 
les This rate is based on the Customer maintaining at time of maximum 
use a power factor of 85% lagging, or higher, as determined by meas- 
ise urement. If the power factor is found to be less than 85% lagging, 
S, | the Demand as recorded by the Company’s meter will be increased 
ale by *% of 1% for every 1% that the power factor is less than 85%. 
6 | Term Discount: 
af 5% for a contract of 5 years or longer. 
Minimum : 
The monthly Demand charge, but not less than $160.00. 
Demand: The kw as shown by or computed from the readings of Company’s 
Demand meter, for the 15 minute period of Customer's greatest use during the 
month, adjusted for power factor as specified, determined to the nearest kw 
but not less than 80 kw. 
Contract Period : One year or longer. 
Electric Service Regulations: Service under this Schedule will be in accord- 
ance with the terms of the Electric Service Agreement between the Customer 
om and the Company. The Electric Service Regulations of the Company on file 
i with and approved by the Public Utilities Commission of the State of Idaho, in- 
aa cluding future applicable amendients, will be considered as forming a part of 
m and incorporated in said agreement. 


Issued September 24, 1952 ; effective September 29, 1952. 
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Mr. Utitman. Obviously, this whole project is meaningless unle 
it is integrated ; is that not true? 

Mr. Naveuron. I think this is a very unsuccessful project if inte. 
grated. Alone it couldn’t possibly be considered. 

Mr. Urirman. What you are saying is that you are agreeing with 

me that by its very nature it is an integrated project? 
Mr. Navueurton. Insofar as the hydraulic features are concerned, 
es. 
Mr. Uniman. It has no meaning otherwise, unless it is completely 
integrated both hydraulically and electrically ? 

Mr, Naveuton. That is right. 

Mr. Uximan. So I think the only valid use of figures here would 
be those considering the integrated operation of the two units. 

T have just one final question. 

On chart A that you have presented us with, the payout of reimburs- 
able costs on Palisades and Burns Creek project, you have laid those 
figures out to 20 and 15. What would be the effect if you extended 
them another 40 years? 

Mr. Naveuton. I will ask Mr. Hunter to answer. 

Mr. Urirman. What kind of a chart would you have if you built a 
comparable extension beyond 20-15 of your upper chart, chart B, and 
indicated the surplus? 

Is it not true that that surplus would build at a rate more than 
twice that of the rate that we have in chart A with Palisades alone? 

Mr. Hunter. I think that is true. 

The surplus would be about $2 million a year, and eventually enough 
surplus would accumulate that would have overcome the $150 million 
subsidy by the taxpayers of the Nation. But that would be quite a 
ways in the future. 

Mr. Uttman. In other words, if we are looking ahead, and I don’t 
think any of these plants are built for less than 100 years, and it seems 
to me that they should be built for a lot longer than that—if we are 
looking ahead at a 100 or 200 year payout, and in a great nation like 
this we certainly must do so, these charts that you have presented 
actually do not show the real picture of repayment to the Federal 
Government. 

Mr. Naventon. Mr. Ullman, I would like to answer that, if I might. 

You say there is no question but what they will last well beyond 
100 years. I think we introduce here the elements of silting effect. 
I am not at all sure that we could reply upon a statement of that 
nature because I don’t think we know enough about silting effects at 
the present time. 

I believe Bureau witnesses would be more competent than I to get 
into this area of discussion because they have done some research 
work on it. But I think we would be on very dangerous ground, 
based on our present limited knowledge of silting, to assume that a 
project like this would last well beyond 100 years, because of the 
element of silting. 

Mr. Sartor. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Utiman. Yes. 


SS 


Mr 
figuri 
terest 

I vy 
chair 
it Wo 
chart 

M1 

Th 
theor 
Iam 


ver 
IS ¢ 
rea, 


:. 
6 
d 


— 


’ 


ret 
ch 
d, 


he 


BURNS CREEK PROJECT, IDAHO 265 


Mr. Saytor. The chairman and I have been doing some fancy 
figuring up here, looking at what the picture would be like if the im- 
terest costs were 414 percent. 

I would like to see it at the end of 40 years. According to the 
chairman’s figuring, and I have never known a Texan to figure wrong, 
it would take 750 years for this to pay out. I would like to see that 
chart 40 years on. 

Mr. Utuman. I would like to comment on that. 

The gentleman is obviously a great follower of politics and the 
theory of tight money and high interest rates. I want to say that 
Iam not. 

I think it would be one of the greatest tragedies the United States 
ever suffered if our interest rate structure were allowed to go to 414 
percent. I do not think anybody could afford to be in business in this 
country if we allowed money to achieve that kind of a rate over a 
40- or a 50-year basis. 

I have enough faith in this country to think that we will go back 
down to a reasonable interest rate structure so that the little fellow, 
the farmer, the small businessman, the ordinary homebuyer, can oper- 
ate, can afford to stay in business. If it does not happen, they are 
going to be out of business and we are going to have nothing but a 
few supercorporations, and the middleman is going to disappear from 
this country. 

Mr. Sartor. I might say to my friend, since he has begun to tell 
me what my political philosophy 1s, that he, first, does not know what 
it is, and 1 will determine what that is, rather than have him deter- 
mine what it is, and the second thing is, he had better take a look at 
history and find out what is going on. The little man has never had 
to worry about getting a little money or ever having to pay interest. 

Maybe he had better take a look at his own State and try to figure 
out what the little man has to pay out in some of these Western States, 
where they are paying 8-, 9-, and 10-percent interest for his money. 
Come back East where we loan money and the maximum that any- 
body has to pay is 6 percent. 

Mr, Utitman. The West has always suffered under the heel of the 
big eastern money lenders. This is one of the problems of Western 
development. 

Briefly, this is one of the reasons we have been fighting for Federal 
development on our rivers. 

Mr. Saytor. Right. You are coming back East. and asking us, the 
taxpayers back here, to come out and help you out. We have no ob- 
jection to loaning money, but we would like to at least get back our 
interest rate on it. 

Mr. Rocers. Gentlemen, if we get the rate issue and the political 
philosophy mixed up, we will not get through until midnight. 

Mr. Uttman. May I have 1 minute? 

Mr. Rocers. Yes. 

Mr. Utiman. I might say, you do not have to look far back or even 
very closely at history to find out that an interest rate of 4 percent 
is completely out of line. We have had these interest rates at a 
reasonable level for 30 years. 
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The REA 2 percent rate until a few recent years has been producing 
revenue for the treasury rather than costing the taxpayers money, 
and I hope we can get back to that point soon. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Rogers. Does that conclude your questioning ? 

Mr. Uttman. Yes. 

Mr. Rocers. Let the Chair make this observation: We do want to 
afford everyone an opportunity to be heard. The members of the 
committee have been patient, and I appreciate it. 

In the morning, the full committee will meet. for a short time, and 
as soon as that committee concludes we will resume the hearings on 
this measure. n 

We have quite a number of witnesses, both opposition witness and 
proponent witnesses to be heard, and we have several people interested 
in fish and wildlife matters concerned in this legislation, or concerned 
with it. 

What the Chair intends to do is to start in as quickly as we can and 
try to divide the time equally between these three groups. In view of 
that, I think there will be probably 1 hour apiece or maybe a little 
more, and it would be appreciated if you would get your heads to- 
gether in each of those groups and try to coordinate your efforts so 
that we can get through with this part of the hearing tomorrow, 

Mr. Saywor. I cannot tell you how to run this committee, that is 
within his prerogative, but I would suggest that these people have 
come from long distances to testify and to have spent all of the time 
that was spent with some few witnesses and say to others who are 
equally competent that they must confine their statements to a very 
short time, I think is a little unfair. It is changing the rules in the 
middle of the game. 

Mr. Rocers. I hate to have to make that statement, but in view of 
the fact that these people have come from a long way, we like to let 
them be heard sometime during the time set for these hearings, 

As far as I am personally concerned, I would just as soon stay here 
a week or 2 weeks to hear all of these people. But I do not think it 
would be fair to them to hold them over. I think they can work their 
situation out to where they can get their testimony briefed, to where 
their statements can be filed and the summations of their statements 
will be brief enough so everyone can be heard. 

It is in that spirit that the observation is made. 

Mr. Sartor. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask unanimous con- 
sent to discuss with Mr. Hunter the figures which have been sub- 
mitted by our staff member with regard to the difference between 3- 
and 414-percent interest rates, and after that to ask Mr. Hunter 
whether or not he desires to change some of the figures which he sub- 
mitted here when he took out his slide rule. 

Mr. Rocers. Did the gentleman want to do that now ? 

Mr. Sartor. No; not now. 

Mr. Rocrers. You mean to put it in later? 

Mr. Sayror. Yes. 

Mr. Rocers. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mrs. Prosr. Mr. Chairman, I have one quick question. 
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I would like to ask these gentlemen if they consider Palisades a 
lemon ? 

Mr. Naucuron. I would like to answer that, Mrs. Pfost. 

I think our answer to that is quite clear. I, personally, and for 
my company, consider Palisades a sound reclamation project. We 
thought that 10 years ago; we think that today. 

Mrs. Prost. ‘Thank you very much. 

Mr. Rogers. The subcommittee stands adjourned until 10:30 in the 
morning. 

(Whereupon, at 4:45 p.m., the subcommittee recessed, to recon- 
vene at 10:30 a.m., Wednesday, February 17, 1960.) 
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WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 17, 1960 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON IRRIGATION AND RECLAMATION OF THE 
Commnirree oN Inrertor AND INsuLAR AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met at 10:20 a.m., pursuant to adjournment, in 
the committee room, New House Office Building, Hon. Walter Rogers 
(chairman of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Mr. Rogers. The Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation will 
come to order for further consideration of pending business. 

The Chair, at the time of adjournment yesterday afternoon, made 
the observation that every effort would be made to hear all parties 
desirous of being heard, and requested that the different groups, the 
opponents and proponents and those interested in the fish and wild- 
life aspect of the measure, try to get together and work out their own 
situation insofar as their appearance is concerned in the hearings. 

Let me make this request: Has there been any such discussion held 
between the groups and do you have any particular manner in which 
you want to testify ¢ 

Mr. Kacxiry. On the fish and wildlife group testimony, we will 
double up except for the first witness, our attorney. 

Mr. Rocers. What is your name? 

Mr. Kackxiey. Dr. Kackley. 

Mr. Rogers. Who did you want to appear first ? 

Mr. Kacxuey. Mr. O. R. Baum. 

Mr. Bussy. Mr. Chairman, my name is Busby, and I am one of the 
witnesses for the opponents. Arrangements have been made among 
this group of witnesses, by Mr. Naughton, with the thought that t 
would appear first among that group of witnesses. 

Mr. Rogers. You are listed first on my witness sheet, Mr. Busby, 
and you will be recognized first this morning. 

What about the proponents, do you have any announcement? 

Mr. Pasxer. I am Edwin H. Pasket. We have discussed this and 
we decided, if it would be possible and the wishes of the Chair were 
such, we would like to appear, six of us together. We have short state- 
ments. We thought we could present them and conserve time that 
way and be questioned immediately afterward. 

Mr. Rocers. That is excellent. 

Mr. O’Connor. For the opponents, Mr. Sorenson, Mayor Welsh, 
and myself, G. W. O’Connor, will appear together and file—— 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Sorenson, Mr. O’Connor, and who else? 

Mr. O’Connor. Mayor Welsh of Price, Mr. Sorenson, and W. J. 
O'Connor will appear together and file two statements and recite 
one. 
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Mr. Rogers. You are—— 

Mr. O’Connor. Mr. O’Connor. 

Mr. Rogers. Thank you very much. 

We will hear the opponents until 11:30 and then try to hear the 
fish and wildlife group and return to the proponents this afternoon, 
So, Mr. Busby, you are recognized to present your statement. 

There is one request I would like to make of committee members, if 
we can, to hasten the questioning along as much as possible, so we can 
get the ground covered. A lot of these people have come from a long 
distance and we certainly do not want them to run home without 
having had an opportunity to testify. 

You may proceed. 


STATEMENT OF JACK K. BUSBY, PENNSYLVANIA POWER & LIGHT 
CO. 


Mr. Bussy. I am Jack K. Busby, president of Pennsylvania Power 
& Light Co., Allentown, Pa. Our company has the privilege of pro- 
viding electric service for more than 700,000 customers in central- 
eastern Pennsylvania. The company is owned by some 96,000 share- 
owners. These customers and shareowners and 6,000 employees are 
directly affected by the Federal Government philosophy and legisla- 
tion in the electric utility field. They are also affected by Federal tax 
and spending policies which are reflected in the Federal income taxes 

yaid first by the company but ultimately paid by these many customers 

in their bills for electric service. These taxpayers may be considered, 
in part, as exporters of tax moneys to be spent on projects in other 
regions. 

Natural resource development must be a matter of major concern 
for every thoughtful citizen. It is with this attitude that I approach 
the bill to authorize the Burns Creek project. I want to thank the 
committee for granting me this time to testify. My remarks will be 
brief and confined to a statement of principles, leaving for others 
closer to the scene to comment on the details of this proposed project. 

As a starting point, it may be said that, from the standpoint of 
the Federal Government, public works development is a matter of 
how best to spread limited resources of capital and manpower among 
many proposed projects. The practical limitations on the quantity 
of available capital and manpower are the Federal Government’s tax 
revenues and the priorities within the Federal budget imposed by the 
requirements of national defense, and other inescapable expenditures, 

The initial requirement is to put first things first. This can only 
be accomplished by ranking in proper order of priority, based on 
merit, the projects competing for the available tax revenues. 

The ranking process requires criteria so as to determine the order of 
value of individual projects. Three main criteria are available: 
Benefit-cost comparisons, financial feasibility studies, and rates of 
return. The first criterion applies to practically all projects while 
the second and third to only those projects which are wholly or 
partially revenue producing. 

Benefit-cost comparisons, to be useful as a guide to priorities, must 
be-calculated on a comparable basis. Much progress has been made 
through the work of Federal agencies, departments, and congressional 
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committees. Much, however, remains to be accomplished. Recogniz- 
ing the constraint of limited budgetary funds, all projects having a 
benefit-cost ratio of 1 to 1 or better should not necessarily be approved. 
The cutoff point may well be 1.6 to 1 or higher. The important point 
is that at any given time only those with the highest ratios should re- 
ceive consideration. 

The second criterion, the test of financial feasibility is well estab- 
lished as a criterion for Bureau of Reclamation projects. In revenue- 
producing projects the development should pay out over the expected 
life of the projects. Prices should be set at a level sufficient to pay 
all costs, although it is recognized that such prices need not be at the 
level of economic benefits unless of course the benefit-cost ratio is quite 
low. ; : 

The third criterion is rate of return. The returns on revenue proj- 
ects built by Government should be generally equal to the returns re- 
ceived from new investment in the private sector of the economy. 
Otherwise, we use the compulsion of taxes to depart from the free 
market approach in which people have the opportunity to spend their 
income on a basis which accords with their own value judgments. 

The Burns Creek project is nominally a multipurpose project 
although some 98 percent of the costs are allocated to power facilities. 
Being a revenue-producing project, proper evaluation of Burns Creek 
should take into consideration all three criteria. 

For the power portion of the project it is proper to determine the 
benefit portion of the benefit-cost ratio on the alternative cost of sup- 
plying power; i.e., a steam electric station. The alternative cost of 
steam electric power supply, however, must be calculated on a basis 
comparable with the hydrodevelopment. Having in mind that the 
purpose is to determine the most economic method of using resources, 
the cost data of both the alternative steam station and the proposed 
Government project must be computed using the same prices. As 
Prof, Otto Eckstein, of Harvard, technical director of the Joint Eco- 


nomic Committee and the author of recent studies on water resources 
development, puts it: 


The use of different prices would mean that the resources which are used up 
in the alternatives would not be valued with the same yardstick, and that the 
final cost estimates used to determine their relative merits would not be 
parable from the Nation’s point of view. 

Among the prices that must be applied uniformly to all alternatives is the rate 
of interest, the price for the use of capital. Although private steamplants are 
financed at a higher interest rate than public hydroelectric projects, the difference 
in the interest rates is partly due to the fact that Government bonds do not 
reflect the riskiness of power projects. Uniformity of treatment must also extend 
to the taxes, which are included among costs. If the costs of the public project 
are estimated with a different set of taxes than the alternative steamplant, 
the cost of the alternative is overestimated, for the extra taxes do not represent 


real costs in terms of resources (Otto Eckstein, “Water Resource Development,” 
Harvard University Press, 1958, pp. 242-243). 


com- 


Let me interject, if I may, another way of looking at this is that 
there exists and have existed ever since the war widespread opportuni- 
ties for investment yielding 6 and 8 percent and higher. So long as 
such opportunities are available our society does itself a disservice by 
investing at yields of merely 214 or 314 percent. 

suggest it is most desirable to ascertain whether or not the Bureau 
of Reclamation used the same interest rate, taxes, and depreciation 
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method for the alternative cost steamplant as they did for the Burns 
Creek project. If they did not, then the benefit-cost ratios submitted 
in the report are of questionable validity. 

With respect to the criterion of financial feasibility, the Burns Creek 
project must be examined for the project alone. There is an interesting 
fact that the Bureau of Reclamation made a benefit-cost evaluation 
for the project standing alone and yet took the different route of 
eombining Burns Creek with Palisades in discussing payout. 

If Congress is to allocate resources wisely it must have feasibility 
data on the separate project and be in a position to compare its eco- 
nomic feasibility with that of other proposed projects. Otherwise, 
there is the possible error of making additions of low economic worth 
to existing sound projects with the consequence of denying resources 
to other worthwhile developments. The error would arise from the 
— concealment of the uneconomic character of a project addition 

y its combination with a sound existing project. 

As regards the third criterion of rate of return, as applied to Burns 
Creek and other proposed projects, the cost data used should be the 
same as used in a full and correct determination of the benefit-cost 
ratio. Ifthe benefits and costs are accurately measured, then it is pos- 
sible to compare the rate of return from the standpoint of investment 
choice as among several potential Federal developments, as well as 
from the standpoint of investment choice between the public and pri- 
vate sectors of the economy. Unless this type of analysis is pursued, 
the conclusion as to the desirability of Burns Creek will be inadequate 
because consideration would only be given to a small segment of the 
national economy, as distinct from a broader approach made in terms 
of the overall best use of the Nation’s resources. 

When the Federal Government allocates resources for development 
in what may be characterized as an underdeveloped section of the 
United States, it becomes simply a matter of older and more estab- 
lished areas subsidizing through the tax mechanism, investment in 
newer regions. The least that the tax exporting areas may reasonably 
expect is that such investments be economically worthwhile; i.e, 
meet the tests of benefit-cost ratios and economic feasibility, and be 
Sodus in the rate of return provided. 

(Certainly there has been a long-term national policy in favor of the 
development of the West ever since the Homestead Act. But the West 
is now in the forefront of American economic development and it may 
well be time that this policy be reexamined and appropriately modified. 

It is well known that my own State of Pennsylvania has some prob- 
lems of its own and cannot readily afford to export capital in the 
form of taxes to other regions. 

It is apparent that at the root of much of the differences of opinion 
about the Burns Creek project is the pricing of the power. There 
would seem to be no good reason why prices should be set below costs. 
To do so is to subsidize the users of such power. Now, I am well aware 
that there are occasions when subsidizing some groups of citizens is a 
social value and desirable. Accepting this proposition, it becomes 
nonetheless most important that we know what we are doing. I am 
firmly convinced that such subsidies should be direct. and aboveboard 
and be confined to the social group in need. The subsidies should 
not be hidden in an electric service rate structure where some needy 
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users receive it, while others do not, and where some well above need 
benefit by the accident of their customer relationships to Federal 
power project. In other words, far better, it would seem to be that 
the Treasury send a monthly stipend to the particular income group 
than to adopt the hit-or-miss policy that results from noneconomic 
project prices. 

In the case of Government power projects, if the power is sold be- 
low cost by reason of omitting the tax component, using an artificial 
interest rate or because of other circumstances, we have a clear case of 
subsidy for the power users. This subsidy is paid for by the citizens 
of other States by the proportion of corporate and per ‘sonal income 
taxes used to offset the deficits and the taxes lost by the Federal Gov- 
ernment. To be specific, these citizens paying this subsidy are the 
customers of companies such as Pennsylvania Power & Light Co. 
This is an unfair and unreasonable burden on these citizens and others 
similarly situated. 

I respectfully urge that the committee give consideration to these 
facts and to the use of the three criteria I have mentioned in its ap- 
praisal and decision on this Burns Creek project. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. AsprnaLu (presiding). Mr. Busby, the acting chairman of the 

subcommittee wishes to compliment you on a very sane, unemotional, 
and logical argument. Though there may be some of the committee 
who may not agree with your position, the acting chairman thinks 
you have made a very fine presentation of your position. 

You have said in your statement and I quote, 


There would seem to be no good reason why prices should be set below cost. 


Do you take into consideration the fact that this might be con- 
sidered as an over all integrated project, or do you just refer alone to 
the Burns Creek project ? 

Mr. Bussy. Really the sentence was intended to be read two ways, 
Mr. Chairman, in terms of a broad philosophy and also with appli- 
cation to the particular Burns Creek project. 

Mr. Aspinay. Of course, the chairman would have to be in more or 
less agreement in thinking about the broad policy because I do not 
believe there is any reason to sell power below cost of production, but 
there may be a very good reason if this were an integrated project, 
where one part might be producing high cost power, but where the 
integrated cost would be taken care of. 

Are there any questions? 

Mr. Utitman. Mr. Chairman ? 

Mr. Asprnatu. The gentleman from Oregon? 

Mr. Utuman. I would also like to commend Mr. Busby for a very 
succinct statement of his position. I believe in setting up your argu- 
ments in 1, 2, and 3 fashion, you have done it very clearly in accord- 
ance with your basic philosophy. 

I would ask in your third criterion “rate of return” is there anything 
in Federal law that would substantiate your position on rate of re- 
turn or is it merely the position of your industry, the light and power 
industry, with respect to Federal c yompet ition ? 

Mr. Bussy. Mr. Ullman, I have tried to the best of my ability here 
to lay before the committee, as I see it, of course, the very important 
question of what is the best way to use the Nation’s resources. We 
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have so many resources for the Nation as a whole, and I believe we 
are all interested in making the best use of those resources. 

The point I am trying to make is that we are not making the best 
use of those resources if there are opportunities to use them in a& way 
which produces a higher return and more value for the society and 
yet through the tax mechanism we divert the opportunity to invest 
on that basis and expand our gross national product on that. basis 
and divert it into relatively lower value application. 

I do not really mean anything that I have said here to be confined 
to just the electr . utility industry at all. 

Mr. Utiman. I understand, of course, that your position is a gen- 
eral philosophical position and not one based upon anything that j is 
written in existing law or based upon any precedent of American law 
in the field of power and resource development. 

Mr. Buspy. I have taken the liberty of trying to approach this on 
a policy level, rather than on a matter of what is the present legal 
framework bec ause that legal framework can always be changed i in 
accordance with what the Congr ess would deem to be wise policy. 

Mr. Utiman. It is a high level approach but it is one that the elec- 
tric power companies have adopted and publicized very widely with 
respect to public power development in the West through advertise- 
ments. 

Mr. Bussy. I think it would be presumptuous for me to say that I 
_ here as a spokesman for the industry. I am here for Jack K. 

Busby is all that can be said and I am trying to present my views for 
such use as the committee may see fit to make of them. 

Mr. Uriman. You have expressed them very well. There is one 
other point, one that the chairman touched on very briefly. You 

talked about subsidy in the power business. Just what do you mean 
by subsidy here ? 

Mr. Buspy. | am using subsidy here in the context of pricing below 
cost. And what I have suggested is that an electric rate structure 
which has hit-or-miss application as between preference customers 
and nonpreference customers is not. an effective or desirable way to 
meet the problems of individual needs; if there is an individual need 
that that should be recognized and Congress should decide that: some- 
thing should be done about it and then it should be done on a direct 
basis. 

Mr. Uttman. But how are we to determine whether this price be- 
low cost—I am trying to get where you get the opinion that the price 
is below cost. What you are saying is then that the project will not 
pay out. Is that what you are implying? 

Mr. Bussy. In taking a look at what is cost, I am drawing on the 

regulated background of the utility industry, which is that we are 
regulated on cost. We have labor costs, we have depreciation cost, 
we have a tax cost. All of these costs are paid for by our customers. 
We also have a cost of money. We are allowed by regulation those 
costs that are necessary to enable us to raise money in the competitive 
money markets in order to finance the building of utility facilities. 
All of this is on a cost basis. We do not sell power on a value basis. 
If we did, the price would probably be much higher, but it is non- 
computable probably as to what is the, value of electric power. 
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For good and sufficient reasons the industry is regulated on a cost 
basis. There is no question about that being a sound and desirable 
basis in my judgment. 

Now, we are talking about using resources. The resources should 
be used in way to cover the costs that are involved as far as the pric- 
ing of the end product or service is concerned. So I would say that 
the tax is a foregone element. The depreciation element, the operat- 
ing expense element, and the rate of return element or cost of money 
should also be included in determining cost or pricing for your power. 

Mr. Utiman. You are not implying that as far as the U.S. Gov- 
ernment’ s investment is concerned that this is below cost, but you are 
saying they should set up their books the same way the ‘priv ate util- 
ities do and take all of those factors and the higher cost assumptions 
that go into private utility operation in to view when they price their 
electricity, is that right? 

Mr. Buspy. I believe I am saying proper costs are not being taken 
into account, and therefore, the pricing is below cost. I believe I am 
saying that. 

Mr. Utiman. You are saying that actually the Federal Govern- 

ment is not going to get its money out. 

Mr. Buspy. I am saying it is not in my opinion giving proper re- 
flection and weight to the element of the cost of tax; you see, people 

ay taxes. And here are a group of people that among a large num- 
ber of people are being relieved of paying their share of the tax cost 
of the Federal Government operation. We all should presumably be 
paying taxes on a fair and equal basis to support the needs of this 
country. 

The electric rate structure seems to be an undesirable way in which 
to alter, modify, change, or distort that broad tax-policy concept. 
Indeed, what you get right down to is you are therefore omitting a 
proper ‘element of cost because taxes are a cost associated with raising 
capital and doing business, of course, in this country. 

Mr. Uttman. But what you are doing 

Mr. Asprnauyi. May the Chair say, we could continue this for hours 
and hours and both of you would be right. 

Mr. Uttman. I agree with the chairman and I would yield back 
my time. 

Mr. Asprnauu. Are there any questions on this side? 

Mr. Hosmer. Mr. Chairman ? 

Mr. Asprnatu. The gentleman from California. 

Mr. Hosmer. In connection with the capital investment cost as be- 
tween the conventional steamplant and the Burns Creek hydroplant 
and whatever formula the Bureau might use in its cost-benefit ratio 
calculation, do you have any figures that you could give us that we 
could compare as to the cost of kilowatt ¢ apacity. 

Mr. Bussy. Could you read that. back? 

Mr. Hosmer. Perhaps I had better rephrase it. On page 4 you sug- 
gested that the cost-benefit ratio was calculated on a basis of costs of a 
plant that was not realistic. What I am simply trying to get is if I 
ean, a cost for installed kilowatt capacity under that formula, one 
which is reasonable in relation to what a plant should cost and what 


is the cost of the hydro facility projected in the Burns Creek project. 
If you have those figures—— 
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Mr. Bussy. I think the testimony yesterday indicates that Burns 
Creek is on the basis of $500 plus per kilowatt of capacity and a mod- 
ern steamplant would be in the range, depending on the particular 
location in the country, on the kind of fuel it burns—but I think jn 
this part of the country from the testimony it would be somewhat over 
$150 per kilowatt, but not very much over that. 

Of course, apparently in this region it is combinable with a very 
favorable fuel cost in mills per kilowatt-hour of only 2-mills-plus 
per kilowatt-hour. So this provides opportunities for good power 
generation. 

I would like to mention one offshoot point of this, and that is this: 
The Burns Creek projects cost when it was originally presented in 
House Document No. 147 was $40 million. In the testimony Monday 
and Tuesday of this week, I have observed that the figure is now up to 
$49 million and, of course, will be $50 million or more when it is built, 

Now, during this same period of time there have been improvements 
in the technology of steam generation and in coal mining both, which 
have been sufficient to offset inflation in that particular application. 
So, actually, the benefit which is measured by the alternative cost of 
steam is relatively going down all the time. 

Take, for example, the figure of the ratio of 1.26-to-1 in the original 
presentation. Since that time the cost of Burne Creek has gone up 
25 percent. The alternative cost of steam supply has remained about 
stable in my judgment, and based on my experience in Pennsylvania 
and examination of this record this would mean really that the ratio 
just for that reason alone has now dropped to 1-to-1 and there are 
other reasons which have been pointed out here which would make it 
negative. 

Mr. Hosmer. Thank you. 

Mr. Asprnauu. Are there other questions ? 

Mrs. Prost. Mr. Chairman ? 

Mr. Asprnatu. The gentlewoman from Idaho? 

Mrs. Prost. Have you added any electric capacity to your system 
in recent years ? 

Mr. Bussy. Yes, Congresswoman. 

Mrs. Prost. How does the cost compare with plants constructed re- 
cently to those constructed several years ago? 

Mr. Bussy. We are now able because of the progenation of steam 
technology in larger units and more efficient boiler combustion of 
fuel to produce kilowatt-hours with fixed charges in fuel in our part 
of the country at a slightly better cost, all elements taken into account, 
today, than was the case some years ago. 

Now, a very different situation exists in hydrodevelopment. because 
their water wheels have had nowhere near the technological improve- 
ments as is the case with steam turbines where you have been able 
to go to greatly increased sizes and better efficiency. 

Mrs. Prost. What you are saying is that your rate schedules today 
are based upon the integration of all of your plants, is it not? 

Mr. Bussy. Yes, with this proviso: that every time we undertake 
to add to capacity what we do is try to make a study of what is the 
most economical way of adding to the capacity of the system on an 
alternative choice basis. We had occasion quite recently to examine 
into the matter of an incremental addition to a hydroplant we have 





which 
sibilit 
that v 
cost, | 
dition 
larges 
0 

way t 
tive O 
in det 
additi 

Mr: 
“No.” 


Mr 
a litt] 
yours 





Cw ew = 


oor od ® 


BURNS CREEK PROJECT, IDAHO 277 


which now has a 100,000-kilowatt capacity and there was some pos- 
sibility of expanding that by an additional 40,000. What we did on 
that was to evaluate adding that 40,000 kilowatts of hydro against the 
cost, fixed charges, operating expenses, and the like, of the steam ad- 
dition, assuming that the steam addition would be associated with the 
largest size and most efficient unit we could get. | 

So we made a comparative economic analysis of what was the best 
way to use our resources as between the hydroexpansion and alterna- 
tive of steam. This is the philosophy I believe is equally applicable 
in determining what could be called or has been called an incremental 
addition to Palisades, if you look at Burns Creek that way. 

Mrs. Prost. You can answer my question just a straight “Yes” or 
“No.” Is your rate schedule based upon integration of your low- and 
your high-cost plants? 

* Mr. Bussy. Absolutely. 

Mrs. Prost. All right. 

Thank you very much. 

What was the position of your company on the Upper Colorado 
River project ? 

Mr. Bussy. I cannot say that we had a position on that project. 

Mrs. Prosr. What was your position on the Bonneville and some 
of the other projects in the West ? 

Mr. Bussy. I would not profess to be a close student of the many 
projects that have been previously considered, built, and acted upon 
by the Congress. My interest in this subject arose in connection 
with the Burns Creek project. 

Mrs. Prost. This is the first project you have come to Congress 
to oppose ? 

Mr. Buspy. I have never had occasion to appear down here before 
Congress in connection with this area of the Nation’s business, that is 
right. 

Mrs. Prost. How long have you been with the company ? 

Mr. Buspy. Since 1951. 

Mrs. Prost. I would like to call your attention to the fact that 
in the Upper Colorado, the financial integration of the Glen Canyon 
unit is estimated to cost $360 per installed kilowatt and Flaming 
Gorge is estimated to cost $610. And that is more than the Burns 
Creek will cost. Do you think that Congress was wrong when they 
authorized these medium- and high-cost power projects? 

Mr. Bussy. There is much more involved in reclamation projects 
than the cost per kilowatt of power. This, I certainly appreciate and 
I would not undertake to answer your question, Congresswoman, on 
those projects, without undertaking to study it and be more familiar 
with the situation than Iam. The reason that there may be a differ- 
ence, though, is that this Burns Creek project, as I understand it, un- 
like most other reclamation projects that have been acted upon by the 
Congress, is allocated 98.3 percent to power and, therefore, can be 
viewed much more as a power analysis question than would otherwise 
be the case. 

Mr. Hosmer. Will the gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. Prosr. In 1 minute, because I would like to pursue this phase 
alittle further and then I will yield to my colleague. There is where 
yours and my opinions differ, Mr. Busby, because even though you 
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say only 1.7 percent of the cost is to be allocated to gravity-flow ir- 
rigation you must remember that a great block of Burns Creek power 
is going to be available for summer firm power for irrigation pump- 
ing. This means that several thousand acres of land can be brought 
under irrigation by pumping. - The figures have varied in estimates 
from 40,000 to about 140,000 acres, and I should like to verify the 
number by the Bureau of Reclamation later. 

So in reality you simply are giving the people of the area power 
at a price they can afford. I do not think it is a fair st: iutement, to 

say that only 1.7 percent of Burns Creek will be allocated to irriga- 
tion. If Burns Creek is not constructed, where would firm power for 
summer irrigation come from ? 

I agree with you that there is a great deal more involved at Burns 
Creek than the cost of power, and let me remind you it is a very im- 
portant project. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Hosmer. Will the gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. Prost. Yes, I will yield to the gentleman from California, 

Mr. Hosmer. I was going to ask the gentlew oman if the cost figures 
she gave for Glen Canyon and Flaming Gorge were the origin: ul esti- 
mates made to the committee at the time the | projects were being con- 
sidered or the later revised and enlarged cost figures that have been 
coming up. 

Mrs. Prost. Frankly, I do not know. I have not gone back into it. 

Mr. Hosmer. There is a considerable difference. They keep going 
up all the time. 

Mrs. Prosr. That may very well be true. Also, while we are on the 
subject, of course, over in Bonneville there have been several different 

rate schedules that have been authorized by the Congress, too. There 
are a couple of them in particul: ar—Little Goose on the Snake River 
is $570 which is integrated, you see, with the lower cost power and 
Lower Monumental at $545 and that is certainly higher than your 
other projects in Bonneville. 

Mr. Hosmer. I might say I am opposed to Congress sitting here 
regulating power rates in Oregon or anyplace else. I think it ‘ought 
to be done as the witness suggested on the basis of a fair return. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Asprnaty. Are there other questions ? 

The next witness is George W. O’Connor, vice president of the 
Montana Power Co. 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE W. 0’CONNOR, VICE PRESIDENT, MONTANA 
POWER CO., BUTTE, MONT. 


Mr. O’Connor. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is George W. O'Connor, and I am vice president of the Montana 
Power Co., with headquarters in Butte, Mont. I am appearing here 
today in opposition to 8. 281, which would authorize the construction 
of the Burns Creek project on the Snake River in southeastern Idaho. 

The Montana Power Co. is opposed to this project because : 

1. It would be a burden on the irrigation and reclamation program 
of the West and would dissipate Federal funds which are more ur- 
gently needed to develop sound irrigation projects for the benefit of 
the economy of the area; 
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9. Its construction would completely reverse a long-accepted con- 
cept of using power revenues to help pay for irrigation and would, 
instead, propose that reclamation subsidize a purely commercial power 

roject ; and getisay at 

3. It seeks to establish a Federal utility responsibility in the area, 
creating a dangerous and unwarranted basis for the Government 
engaging in the commercial electric power business. 


COMPANY FAVORS SOUND RECLAMATION PROJECTS 


The Montana Power Co, always has favored and supported sound 
irrigation and reclamation projects and has a record of nearly half 
a century of dedicated interest in reclamation. Its activity in foster- 
ing and encouraging practical reclamation projects is traditional in 
Montana because the company recognizes that homes, business, in- 
dustry, and people prosper on the foundation of a sound, prosperous 
agricultural economy. . 2h Pe 

In 1913, our company developed the Prickly Pear irrigation project 
in the Helena Valley, of Montana, and operated it successfully for 
many years before turning it over to the water users of the valley. In 
1915, the company built Hebgen Dam on the Madison River to store 
and regulate water for irrigation and power purposes. 

These are only two examples of our company’s great interest in a 
sound irrigation program for the West. 

My own personal experience is one of close association with reclama- 
tion. I was born and reared in the semiarid section of Montana, east 
of the Rocky Mountains and north of the Wyoming border, where 
some of the earliest of all reclamation projects were started. From 
boyhood, I have seen semiarid lands become fields of abundance by 
the construction of economically feasible reclamation projects, and 
I proudly recall years a a rancher devoted to the interest of irrigation. 


BURNS CREEK IS NOT AN IRRIGATION PROJECT 


The fact that more than 98 percent of the cost of the Burns Creek 
project is allocated to electric power and that less than 2 percent is 
allocated to irrigation appears to be ample demonstration that. the 
project 1s not an irrigation project, but a commercial electric power 
development. 

In the light of the facts, it is inconceivable that. this project is being 
advocated as a feature of the Bureau of Reclamation’s stated program 
of reclaiming the West’s arid land. 


PROJECT WOULD DISSIPATE FUNDS NEEDED FOR RECLAMATION 


In Montana and in other States of the West, there are millions of 
acres of land awaiting the type of irrigation development that will 
make them highly productive and valuable assets to the economy of 
the Nation. 

To reclaim these acres will require, through the years, the expendi- 
ture of vast sums of money. The construction of the Burns Creek 
project, at. a cost of more than $48 million, would dissipate Federal 
funds that could be used to far greater advantage in the reclamation 
program and would deprive the West of some of the development. to 
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which it looks forward. Any part of the appropriations made to the 
Bureau of Reclamation for power purposes, of course, is not available 
for the development of irrigation. 

By endeavoring to obtain funds for a power project by labelin 
it “reclamation,” we are placing reclamation in a position where all 
projects will be under suspicion. This will destroy the respect and 
standing which reclamation enjoys throughout the United States and 
will result in great damage to the growth of the West. 


IRRIGATION WOULD SUBSIDIZE POWER 


It appears to be generally agreed that the Burns Creek project can- 
not stand on its own feet as a feasible project. 

The Congressional Record of July 24, 1959 (at p. 12994), attributes 
to the Bureau of Reclamation a statement that “Burns Creek would 
be impossible, standing alone.” 

The project is integrated with the establishment of Palisades proj- 
ect for the purpose of improving its financial feasibility. In so doing, 
the Bureau of Reclamation is reversing a basic concept of its pro- 
gram; irrigation in this case would be required to help pay out a com- 
mercial power project instead of using power development to assist 
in the financing of irrigation. 

An extension of this concept would completely ruin the irrigation 
program of the West. 


ESTABLISHMENT OF UTILITY RESPONSIBILITY IS UNWARRANTED 


Our third objection to the Burns Creek project is based on its justi- 
fication as being necessary because the Federal Government seems to 
feel it has a utility responsibility in the area. This attempt to accept 
utility responsibility creates a completely unwarranted basis for the 
Government engaging in the commercial power business and consti- 
tutes a grave threat to the investor-owned utility industry, to say 
nothing of the burden it could place on the taxpayers of the Nation. 

During the Senate hearings on this bill last year, Mr. N. B. Ben- 
nett, new Assistant Commissioner of Reclamation, testified : 

* * * these people (referring to preference customers of the Government) now 
have contracts for power with the Federal Government and we believe that they 
should continue to receive from the Federal Government power to meet their 
growing loads. 

This would appear to establish the entirely new theory that the Bu- 
reau of Reclamation is going to assume the exclusive responsibility 
to supply the requirements of preference customers in perpetuity 
wherever the Bureau has built and operated a project with power 
generation. 

It is recognized that when the Government builds a multiple-pur- 
pose project which contains generating facilities, it sells power from 
that project, giving preference in the sale of such power to REA co- 
operatives and other public bodies. However, the preference clauses 
in Federal power marketing laws never were intended to create an ob- 
ligation on the Government to supply all of the preference customers’ 
electric requirements in perpetuity. : 

If such a philosophy were pursued to its conclusion, it would require 
the Federal Government to undertake a construction program of stag- 
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gering proportions, building first hydroelectric plants and, even- 
tually, steam-electric generating stations to carry out its claimed 
utility responsibility. Such a program, of course, would result in 
seriously unfair competition against the investor-owned electric util- 
ity industry and would burden the taxpayers with the overwhelming 
weight of billions of dollars in Federal expenditures. 

If such a time ever came, this Nation could celebrate a requiem for 
the program of western irrigation and reclamation. The Bureau of 
Reclamation will have become the Bureau of Power. 


CONCLUSION 


It is our firm conviction that the Burns Creek project should not be 
built because : 

1. It would deprive the West’s irrigation and reclamation program 
of more than $48 million needed for justifiable reclamation projects; 

2. It would establish a new concept of irrigation subsidizing un- 
ecoonmic power projects for the benefit of a few preference customers; 

3. It would endorse the completely unwarranted philosophy that 
the Federal Government has a utility responsibility in any area in 
which it has built a powerplant; 

4, It would promote the Government’s role of unfairly competing 
with investor-owned utility companies in the commercial power 
business; and 

5. It would result in a wasteful and unnecessary addition to the tax 
burden of the Nation’s taxpayers. 

For these reasons, we respectfully urge this committee to reject 
§. 281 and to deny authorization of, and funds for, the Burns Creek 
project. 

Mr. Asprnauu. Thank you. 

The next witness is J. A. Buchanan, executive director, Wyoming 
Natural Resources Board. I wish we had more time because we know 
of your interest in thismatter. You may proceed. 


STATEMENT OF J. A. BUCHANAN, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, 
WYOMING NATURAL RESOURCES BOARD 


Mr. Bucuanan. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 
may I extend my appreciation and that of our board for the privilege 
of appearing before your committee today. 

Our board wishes to place ourselves on record at this time in 
opposition to the construction of the Burns Creek project. Our 
board president, J. B. Wilson, presented a brief statement to this 
committee last year, as did our State’s Congressman, the Honorable 
Keith Thomson. We would at this time, also for the record, endorse 
these statements. 


May I explain briefly the history and duties of the natural resource 
board. 

The Wyoming Natural Resources Board was created by an act of 
the State legislature in 1951, and is a department of the executive 
branch of government. The natural resources board is composed of 
nine members, representing each of the seven judicial districts, plus 
two members at large. The board serves without compensation. 
Ex officio members of our board are the Governor, State engineer, 
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president of our university, the State highway commissioner and the 
State agricultural commissioner. The board is charged with the fullest 
development of our State’s natural resources and maintains a full- 
time office and staff at 215 Supreme Court Building, Cheyenne, Wyo, 
I am the executive director for the board and charged with the ad- 
ministration of this department. 

The activities of our board encompass among other duties the de- 
velopment of niinerals, the attraction of industry, and the develop. 
ment of water. In the latter instance, we are the liaison agent recog- 
nized by statute to deal with the Bureau of Reclamation in the con- 
struction of reclamation projects. 

The State of Wyoming is concerned about the passage of legisla- 
tion to allow the construction of the Burns Creek project because of 
the adverse effects upon the State’s economy in the loss of tax reve- 
nue and the loss of employment in an area that is still struggling 
from the effects of losses due to the changing technology in the coal 
industry. 

The concern of our department, and its various divisions, over the 
Burns Creek project is both to its effect upon the industrial develop- 
ment of southwestern Wyoming and the potential setting of pre- 
cedence in the expenditure of reclamation funds. 

It has been the pleasure of our board to work with the Utah Power 
& Light Co. relative to location of their 500,000 kilowatt units for 
the generating of steam-electric power near Kemmerer. 

The Kemmerer area has been greatly affected by the decline in coal 
production. Where formerly 1,500 coal miners were employed by the 
Kemmerer Coal Co. alone, now only 200 people are employed in the 
coal mines in the entire county. There has, of course, been a propor- 
tionate effect upon the entire county’s economy, as other witnesses 
have or will testify. The Utah Power & Light Co. and its installa- 
tion of steam generating facilities in the area present one large 
opportunity for an increase in employment and represent a tax- 
producing industry for this area. 

It is also of concern to the Natural Resources Board that if the 
Burns Creek project is built, the preference customers, who would take 
advantage of this subsidized power from Burns Creek, would include 
a great number of communities which are in economic competition with 
communities in southwestern part of the State of Wyoming are further 
handicapped by unfair competition in power rates as a location and 
living cost factor because of such Government subsidization. 

Wyoming is, therefore, doubly penalized. 

It is evident that Burns Creek will produce 90,000 kilowatts of 
hydroelectric power at a project cost of in excess of $48 million. Only 
1.75 percent of the project cost is allocated to reclamation. It should 
also he noted that reregulation is listed as a primary purpose for the 
proposed bill, but testimony has been inserted to indicate that con- 
struction of a reregulation facility could be accomplished by a sum 
between $3 and $6 million. 

Wyoming certainly is not antireclamation. In fact, Wyoming 
presently is the leading contributor to the reclamation fund. We 
sympathize most heartily with the desire of the Bureau of Reclamation 
for construction of a reregulation reservoir. However, since testimony 
has indicated that such a reservoir could be constructed for costs esti- 
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mated from $3 to $6 million, it is evident that the additional sums 
are for the power construction facilities alone. Wyoming would 
support the construction of a reregulatory reservoir as indicated. 

For the sake of comparison, let me note that Utah Power & Light 
Co., utilizing Wyoming coal, is completing preliminary work on the 
first unit of “the proposed Elkol plant for the production of 150,000 
kilowatts at an investment of $34 million. 

Utah Power & Light Co. is already committed to the construction 
of their first unit of 500,000 kilowatts total three-unit « capac ity at 
the Kemmerer site. The immediate effect of the construction of the 
Burns Creek Dam will be an indeterminate delay in the construction 
of the second and third units of this steam-electric project. It is well 
to remember that 90,000 kilowatts of hydroelectric power in the area 
will result in a total and permanent loss of market for 90,000 kilowatts 
of power in the area that —, be generated from coal. The second 
unit cost alone is estimated at $2 281/y million. 

The coal industry has been hard hit in Wyoming. As prior testi- 
mony indicates, changing technology is the apparent cause. We in 
Wyoming are not, however, looking backwards, but are looking to 
present and future uses of this vast W yoming resource to provide 
our State with new and vigorous industries. T he production of power 
from coal is the only use area showing improvement in the coal indus- 
try today. Wyoming measures its coal in the trillions of tons and the 
coal is most economical to mine, making it ideal for power location. 

What would the second unit of Utah Power & Light Co.’s plant 
mean to the coal industry and to Wyoming? 

Because of the availability of low-cost co oal, the private power com- 
pany tells our board that they would anticipate an exceedingly heavy 
load on the second power unit of 150,000 kilowatts, with an annual 
utilization of 600,000 tons of coal for this second unit alone. 

According to our State board of equalization, 600,000 tons of Elkol 
coal per year would result in an evaluation of $960,000, which with 
an application of a mill levy of approximately 40 mills or 4 percent, 
would net $38,400 in taxes per year; losses to the mners’ welfare fund 
of $240,000 per year; losses in wages to coal miners, numbering be- 
tween 175 and 920) (at about $5,000 per year each) would result in 
coal mining wage loss between $875,000 and $1,100,000 additional each 
year. As you can see, the jobs created would be in excess of 200 men 
per year, at a minimum, in the mining and actual power operations 
alone. 

In addition, there would be more than $250,000 in taxes paid each 
year on the physical powerplant unit itself, as well as a considerable 
one-time payment for sales and use taxes on materials and equipment 
utilized on this operations construction. These figures do not include 
the losses caused by the third unit delay and do not include any figures 
for the first unit which will not be affected. 

It is difficult to calculate the additional effects in the area. The 
U.S. Chamber of Commerce estimates that each 100 jobs add 74 addi- 
tional jobs to the community and result in a total increase in annual 
retail sales of $360,000. They mean 296 more people, 112 more house- 
holds, 51 more schoolchildren; $590,000 more personal income each 
year, $370,000 in bank deposits, 107 more passenger cars, and 4 more 
retail establishments. This effect will be over double these figures 
or approximately so. 
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Let us not forget also the taxes payable to the Federal Govern. 
ment from this private enterprise operation. 

I would like to refer to a tax gain of a similar type of industry as 
it was indicated to us in the last year. In 1958, when the first unit 
of the Dave Johnson plant of Pacific Power & Light Co. at Glenrock 
Wyo., was completed and put on stream, the tax bill for 1959 taxes 
in Converse County, where the plant is located, amounted to $158,399, 
This tax includes local, school «istrict, and State taxes, and covered 
a period when the plant operated only 2 or 3 months. Of this amount, 
only $959 was attributed to the tax on coal which had not been 
mined to any large extent by that time. In the same districts affected, 
district 14, 15S, and 15, which are school districts in Converse County, 
in 1956 the total tax was $6,251; in 1959 it was $145,452. , 

The total tax levy for Converse County for the year 1959 was $1, 
361,142. In 1956, the total taxes collected in Converse County was 
$1,015,109. The total taxes paid by Pacific Power & Light Co. in 
Converse County was $6,251, or slightly more than six-tenths of 1 
percent of the total taxes. In 1959, the total taxes levied in Converse 
County was $1,136.42. Pacific Power & Light Co., after construc- 
tion of the Dave Johnson steamplant, paid taxes in excess of $158,322 
or 11%, percent of all the taxes paid in Converse County. I repeat 
that in this period of time the plant was not in complete operation 
and that it did not consider to any great extent the return on coal 
being mined, which had not been utilized to any degree by that date. 

A similar situation will exist in Lincoln County when Utah Power 
& Light Co. plant is in operation. The construction of the second 
unit and subsequently a third unit will increase proportionately the 
tax revenue and tax rate. 

As now anticipated, the Utah Power & Light Co. have informed 
the State that they have planned to place the entire 500,000 kilowatt 
units on stream by 1967. Any delay beyond that time would, as illus- 
trated, have effects upon the economy each year as well as the total 
and complete loss of the market represented by the 90,000 kilowatts 
of hydroelectric power. 

The 98-percent cost of Burns Creek is allocated to power sets a 
precedence which is of deep concern to the board. It would indicate 
that the Federal Government is now utilizing power revenues to 
subsidize production of power as against the historical precedence 
of utilizing power for repayment of reclamation. We are also quite 
concerned with the apparent setting of precedence wherein the Fed- 
eral Government is assuming to meet the growing needs of preference 
users rather than using these preference customers only as a market 
for available power as needed to support reclamation work. 

We recall the statement from Under Secretary of the Interior N.B. 
Bennett, who said: 

True if the Utah Power & Light Co., or the Idaho Power Co., in whose market 
area most of these customers are, are the agencies to serve these increased loads, 
then it is a different question. But these people now have contracts for power 
with the Federal Government and we believe that they should continue to re 
ceive from the Federal Government power to meet their growing loads. 

This would seem to be a considerable departure from the approach 
and the statement of Mr. Fred Aandahl, an Assistant Secretary of the 
Interior, who said: 
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I think it is incumbent on the Federal Government to encourage a maximum 
of local responsibility in meeting the growing power needs of the Nation. Be 
cause of that fact, we have tried to emphasize in all of our Federal marketing 
during that period that I have been in my present position that the responsi- 
pility for total needs rests with the local entities. We will be just as helpful 
as we can with thhe Federal power that is avalable from these multiple-purpose 
projects, and we know that power is of great economic advantage to the local 
people, and particularly to the preference customers. We do feel it would be 
unwise for us, as the marketing agent for all Federal power except that which 
is in the Tennessee Valley, to try to establish a total utility responsibility for 
any group of customers. We would be committing the Congress to expendi- 
tures of immeasurable amounts of money if we were to establish a policy of 
that kind. I think we would be derelict in our duty if we did. 

There are other statements on record to support Mr. Aandahl’s po- 
sition. Our board has continually been on record in support of multi- 
ple-purpose usage but we have also been continually on record in op- 
posing legislation for single-purpose use such as subsidized power 
at the expense of private utility and at the expense of the economy 
of our State and Nation. 

The record is quite clear, in the opinion of our board, that the 
Burns Creek project does not improve the feasibility of the Palisades 
project, but actually undermines-the economie stability of the Pali- 
sades project. Burns Creek would, in fact, increase the payout of the 
Palisades irrigation figures repaid by power revenues, from 33 to 59 
years. This would seem to be 9 years beyond the normal 50-year 
payout period. As the project now stands, Palisades can return an 
excellent payout in the period provided and should not be utilized to 
subsidize public power. 

I call to your attention once again the comparative costs of the 
construction of the 98 percent portion of the Burns Creek power pur- 
poses and the comparative costs of the construction of 150,000 kilo- 
watts of power of steam generation at Kemmerer. 

May I also once again refer you to the record, this time of the 
Senate hearing wherein in the minority views of Senator Barry Gold- 
water of Arizona, as printed in the Senate Committee Report No. 439, 
the Senator points out that as a power project by itself the Burns 
Creek would produce very high-cost power. Low-cost power is ac- 
tually made possible by the diversion of reclamation firms from 
Palisades and thus reclamation will subsidize the Burns Creek power 
users. 

The project is, therefore, in our opinion, detrimental to reclama- 
tion. The demand and future demand in the area can be supplied 
by private utilities. Subsidization in the form of increased public 
power to communities is not in the public interest. If the Bureau 
8 to continue to supply public power to all preference communities 
and their anticipated growth over the years, it is contrary to the Bu- 
reau’s past stated intents and purposes as we have mentioned. The 
statement that the demand has already been made is a rationalization 
by the Bureau of Reclamation, for most certainly the demand will 
be made upon any subsidized power if it is available. This does not 
necessarily mean that it is right or just. 

May I respectfully add the comment that the last session of Con- 
gress passed a bill which the President subsequently vetoed, but which 

517106019 
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the present Congress is again considering, to increase research in the 
utilization of coal. It would seem inconsistent for the same Congress 
to subsidize electric power and nullify the gains in coal in a region 
such as our own. 

The State of Wyoming went firmly on the record during the 1959 
session of our State legislature when it passed Senate Joint Memorial 
No. 5 relative to the construction of the Snake River Narrows Reser- 
voir. A copy of this memorial is attached. While it does not apply 
in its entirety, I would call to the committee’s attention paragraph 5 
regarding the legislature’s attitude on hydroelectric versus steam gen- 
erated power. 

I will not repeat a great deal of the opposition viewpoints that have 
influenced our views given here, but would like to say that our board 
has read and considered very carefully this matter, and that we re- 
spectfully resubmit to this committee our opposition and ask that this 
committee take action which will defeat S. 281. 

Thank you. 

(Resolution referred to follows :) 


ORIGINAL SENATE JOINT MEMORIAL No. 5 


A JOINT MEMORIAL Memorializing the Congress of the United States of America with 
reference to the opposition of the people of the State of Wyoming to the construction 
of the Snake River Narrows Reservoir in the State of Wyoming 
Whereas construction of the Snake River Narrows Reservoir would cut off 

Highways 26 and 89 which presently serve both tourists and the residents of 

Wyoming and on which several millions of dollars have been spent in the last 

20 years, and would also cut off Highways 187 and 189 so that no traffic could 

travel from Yellowstone and Teton National Parks to southwest Wyoming; 

and 

Whereas two winter feeding grounds for elk and other wild game would be 
inundated by the construction, with migration routes blocked, spelling doom 
for one-fourth of the renowned Jackson elk herd; and 

Whereas the historical recreational advantages and desirable fishing in this 
area would be seriously curtailed ; and 

Whereas the purpose of the dam would be the production of kilowatts of 
power, which power in like or larger amounts could be produced by steam and 
will probably eventually be produced by atomic power ; and 

Whereas there is an alternate and equally feasible site for the proposed dam 
outside the Snake River Narrows in the State of Wyoming: Now, therefore, 
be it 

Resolved, by the Senate of the 35th Legislature of the State of Wyoming, 
the House of Representatives of such Legislature concurring, That the Presi- 
dent of the Congress of the United States of America be and they are hereby 
memorialized to recognize the opposition of the people of the State of Wyoming 
to the construction of the Snake River Narrows Reservoir by taking appro- 
priate action in not providing funds for the construction of this dam in the 

State of Wyoming; and be it further 
Resolved, That certified copies hereof be transmitted promptly to U.S. Senator 

Joseph ©. O’Mahoney, U.S. Senator Gale W. McGee, and Representative in Con- 

gress Keith Thomson. 
Approved February 11, 1959. 


Mr. Rocers (presiding). The Chair recognizes the gentlewoman 
from Idaho for any questions she may have. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you. 

I would like to ask you, Mr. Buchanan, does your organization have 
any connection with the State engineer and interstate streams com- 
mission ? 
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Mr. Bucuanan. Yes, Madam. 

Mrs. Prost. You are appearing in opposition to the Burns Creek 
Reservoir, if I interpret your statement correctly. 

Mr. BucnHanan. Yes, Madam. 

Mrs. Prost. Then, I should like to call your attention to a letter 
from L. C. Bishop on October 11, 1956, as State engineer and State 
streams commissioner: 

Mr. BucwaNnan, I beg your pardon. Interstate streams commis- 
sioner at that time. 

Mrs. Prost. Right. 

His letter is addressed to E. G. Nielsen, Assistant Commissioner, 
U.S. Department of Interior, Bureau of Reclamation. 


DEAR Mr. NIELSEN: Agreeable with the request contained in your letter, I 
have reviewed the report of the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation on the potential 
Burns Creek Dam, powerplant and reservoir, Palisades project, Idaho. With the 
need for additional power in that area and showing a benefit-cost ratio of 
1.27 to 1, the project appears to meet feasibility requirements. This project 
will in no manner interfere with the provisions of the Snake River compact be- 
tween the States of Idaho and Wyoming and, therefore, I commend its favorable 
consideration by the Governor of Wyoming and the Wyoming congressional 
delegation in Washington, D.C. 





Very truly, 
L. C. BisHop. 
His title is State engineer and interstate streams commissioner. 
Mr. Bucuanan. Yes, Madam. He is not with us any more. 


Mrs. Prost. Do you know what the official State position is of 
Wyoming today ? 

Mr. Bucnanan. That isit, my dear lady. 

Mrs. Prost. You are speaking for the Governor ? 

Mr. BucHanan. I am talking for the natural resources board who 
are charged with reclamation and water. 

Mrs. Prosr. Then do you feel you represent the interstate streams 
commissioner in your statement ? 

Mr. Bucuanan. Yes. The State engineer is one of our ex officio 
members, yes, Madam; Mr. Earl Lloyd. 

Mrs. Prost. Then it appears that by bringing a new State engineer 
into your State, the position has completely changed. 

Mr. Bucuanan. He is not new. He was Mr. Bishop’s assistant. 
He is not new, he is familiar with it. 

Mrs. Prost. Do you know what his position might have been back 
in 1956 then ¢ 

Mr. Bucuanan. No, Madam, I donot. 

Mrs. Prost. But today he is opposing it ? 

Mr. Bucuanan. Yes, Madam. 

Mrs. Prost. And in direct opposition to the position of Mr. Bishop? 

Mr, BucHanan. Yes, Madam. 

Mrs. Prost. I wanted the record to show that. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

[Commirrer NoTE: Subsequent to completion of the hearings the 
following letter was received from Governor Hickey clarifying the 
position of the State of Wyoming on the Burns Creek project. | 
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WYOMING EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT, 
Cheyenne, February 26, 1960 
Hon. WAYNE N. ASPINALL, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN ASPINALL: I am sorry for the delay in responding to your 
letter of February 18 which arrived during my absence from the office. 

This letter will confirm my telegram to you February 17 advising that I have 
no information that the position of Wyoming on the Burns Creek development 
has changed since the letter of October 11, 1956, signed by the then State engi- 
neer, L. C. Bishop. I have just conferred with Mr. Lloyd, State engineer, and 
he advises me that neither he nor his office has issued any statement changing 
or altering the decision by Mr. Bishop in his letter of October 11, 1956. 

Sincerely yours, 
J.J. “Joe” Hickey, Governor. 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Chenoweth? 

Mr. Cuenowertn. I do not want to take any time, but I do com- 
pliment the witness on a fine statement. 

Mr. Rocers. Are there further questions? 

Thank you very much for your statement and also your cooperation, 

Mr. Bucuanan. Thank you. 

Mr. Rocers. We have next the three men, Mr. Sorensen, Mr. O’Con- 
nor, and Mr. William J. Welsh. 


STATEMENT OF G. E. SORENSEN, PRESIDENT, KEMMERER COAL 
CO., KEMMERER, WYO. 


Mr. Sorensen. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
am G. E. Sorensen, president of the Kemmerer Coal Co., at Kemmerer, 
Wyo. This statement in opposition to the Burns Creek project as 
proposed by S. 281 is made, not only in my capacity as president of 
the Kemmerer Coal Co., but also as a private citizen who is vitally 
interested in the development of western Wyoming, and I would not 
like to see a Federal project authorized which would add very little 
to the economy of the State of Idaho but would materially hinder the 
development of my area in the State of Wyoming. 

The 90,000-kilowatt Burns Creek project is undoubtedly a power 
project, 98 percent of the cost being allocated for this purpose. On 
February 11, 1959, the Legislature of the State of Wyoming passed a 
joint memorial expressing the opposition of the State of Wyoming 
to the Narrows hydroproject, a project similar to Burns Creek, located 
a few miles upstream from that project in the State of Wyoming. 
This memorial was introduced on February 26, 1959, by Senator Me- 
Gee (for himself and Senator O’Mahoney) to the Committee on In- 
terior and Insular Affairs. One reason for the opposition was that: 

The purpose of the dam would be the production of kilowatts of power, which 
power in like or larger amounts could be produced by steam. * * * 

I also firmly believe that if 90,000 kilowatts of power is to be devel- 
oped in the area, it should be developed by steam, using Wyoming coal, 
and not a Federal power project such as Burns Creek. 

On April 17, 1959, the Wyoming Mining Association passed a reso- 
lution expressing opposition to the construction by the Government of 
unnecessary hydroelectric projects in direct competition to coal for 
power generation. The Burns Creek project is a project in the cate 
gory opposed by the association and, as I will later point out, mate 
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rially depletes the coal market for our area. The project is unneces- 
sary and I do not believe there is any justification for the expenditure 
of $50 million of public funds to construct a project in direct. competi- 
tion with coal in an area where private industry has worked long and 
hard to develop a market and now has underway a project which will 
materially benefit the entire economy of western Wyoming without the 
expenditure of public money. 

ear the town of Kemmerer, Wyo., is a huge deposit of subbitumi- 
nous coal. ‘This coal has a high moisture content, slacks readily, and 
cannot be hauled by rail as economically as the higher grade bitumi- 
nous coals in the area. Therefore, the economic development of such 
coal is dependent upon an industry which will consume the coal at the 
site. 

For a number of years the Kemmerer Coal Co., together with 
officials of the town of Kemmerer, Wyo., had been trying to get the 
Utah Power & Light Co. to build a steamplant near Kemmerer to use 
this subbituminous product. As a prelude to final coal supply negoti- 
ations with the power company, the Kemmerer Coal Co. spent consid- 
erable money drilling and proving the reserves of coal in the deposit. 
These findings of reserves were checked by independent geologists and 
engineers retained by the power company. Upon proof that there 
were sufficient coal reserves to provide fuel for operation of at least 
two 150,000 kilowatt steam units, we started negotiations with the 
Utah Power & Light Co. for sale of a coal supply for their proposed 
plant. In December 1957 we executed an agreement with the power 
company which provides that they will build a 300,000 kilowatt steam 
electric plant at the Kemmerer site, the first unit to be in operation by 
1963. 

In the agreement we have dedicatd 35 million tons of coal to the 
operation of such plant and have encumbered our property in Lincoln 

ounty with a lien for the faithful performance of thisagreement. It 
isanticipated that the first unit of the company plant will use approxi- 
mately 600,000 tons per year, and when the second unit comes in it is 
anticipated that the consumption will be almost twice this amount. 
The Kemmerer Coal Co. is to supply the fuel for these two units. The 
power company plans on an ultimate capacity of one-half million kilo- 
watts at this site and I am confident we will supply the total fuel 
requirements. 

In connection with supplying the coal requirements for the first unit 
of the plant, the Kemmerer Coal Co. will employ from 100 to 120 men 
on an annual full-time basis with an annual payroll of approximately 
$660,000; will purchase each year supplies in the amount of $550,000, 
a substantial amount of which will be purchased locally in Wyoming 
and Idaho; and will pay State and local taxes annually in the amount 
of $73,000. 2 

There is certainly no shortage of hydropower in the area, as pro- 

onents of Burns Creek claim, as evidenced by the fact that surplus 
tydropower has already delayed the Kemmerer plant by 2 years. 

The proposed Burns Creek project, which would generate 90,000 
kilowatts and one-half billion kilowatt-hours per year in a surplus 
ydropower area, would dilute the amount of coal consumed in the 
area by 250,000 tons per year and would materially hinder the de- 
velopment of the coal deposit in the Kemmerer area. 
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I would like to point out that a reduction of 240,000 tons of coal 
mined annually as a direct result of constructing Burns Creek would 
mean an annual loss of $275,000 in mine payroll, an annual reduction 
in the supplies purchased locally in the amount of $225,000, an annual 
reduction in State and local taxes of $18,000, and an annual redue- 
tion in the payment to United Mine Workers of America Health, 
Welfare, and Retirement Fund of $100,000. 

Upon inquiry, we have been informed that the power company hag 
spent about $500,000 for preliminary planning, to purchase land for 
their powerplant site, as well as for the reservoir which will provide 
42,000 acre-feet of storage for cooling water for the plant. I am re- 
liably informed that the power company has budgeted about $400,000 
for work on the dam this year. The reservoir dam is now under con- 
struction. Their first 150,000-kilowatt unit is on order with General 
Electric Co. and they expect to have such unit in service by the fall 
of 1963. 

In the power company’s planning, land acquisition, and securing 
of necessary licenses and permits, there has been very close coopera- 
tion between my company and the power company, as well as with the 
Wyoming Natural Resource Board, officials of the town of Kemmerer, 
State fish and game commission, and other State agencies. 

There has been an attempt on the part of some parties to dis- 
credit Utah Power & Light Co.’s intentions of going ahead with the 
Kemmerer development on the basis that the power company, in early 
1958, entered into an agreement with the Idaho Power Co. for the 
purchase of 150,000 kilowatts for a 6-year period ending in 1967, 
The Kemmerer Coal Co. was kept fully informed by Utah Power & 
Light Co. of its negotiations with Idaho Power Co. for purchase of 
firm power at a very attractive price. They asked us if we would con- 
sider postponing the date we were to supply coal from our Kemmerer 
mine to the proposed Utah Power & Light Co. plant from 1961 to 
1963. We agreed to this on the condition of the payment of a certain 
consideration, and the contract that we now have with the power com- 
pany provides that they will have a 150,000-kilowatt unit in service 
in 1963. 

The fact that Congress amended the Mineral Leasing Act to enable 
the assembly of coal reserves commensurate with the requirements 
of the modern steam electric generating plant would indicate that the 
use of coal as a fuel for electric generation in the West is recognized 
and should be encouraged. Should the Burns Creek Reservoir be 
built and a powerplant installed, it would replace at least 250,000 
tons of coal per year or equivalent in generating capacity. 

We have labored hard and long in our endeavor to secure a cus- 
tomer for the type of coal in this area, and it certainly will be the 
salvation of the economy of this part of the State to have these sub- 
bituminous coal reserves utilized. As you know, the coal industry is 
operating in a depressed economy and I do not believe that this fact 
should be shrugged off with the statement that this is a continuous 
and expected thing in the industry. No effort should be spared to 
alleviate this condition and nothing should be done to aggravate it. 

In our own area there are many, many families who are in dire need 
of the year-round employment which this development offers. In the 
event the Federal Government undertakes the construction of the 
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Burns Creek project, the obvious result would be a decrease in use of 
coal from the area with accompanying loss of payrolls and taxes, and 
the continuation of depressed conditions in our communities. 

I therefore sincerely urge that you do not approve the Burns Creek 
project. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM J. WELSH, JR., MAYOR OF PRICE, UTAH, 
ACCOMPANIED BY JOHN BENE, COUNTY ENGINEER OF CARBON 
COUNTY, UTAH 


Mr. Wetsu. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am 
William J. Welsh, Jr., mayor of Price, Utah. I am accompanied by 
John Bene, county engineer of Carbon County, Utah, and also city 
engineer of Helper, Utah. ; 

We have been authorized by the City Councils of Price and Helper 
and also the commissioners of Carbon County and the Price Chamber 
of Commerce to oppose the construction of the Burns Creek project. 

On March 18, 1955, I appeared before this committee and submitted 
a statement relative to the upper Colorado River project in register- 
ing our opposition to the inclusion of a particular participating proj- 
ect known as the Gooseberry project. 

In that statement we submitted considerable detail concerning the 
area that we represent and at that time we were arguing for the future 
of our county and for the continued use of the water on our water- 
shed. 

In the intervening 5 years we have noted considerable progress in 
Carbon County through the use of coal in steam electric plants. Since 
my last appearance before this committee the Utah Power & Light Co. 
has completed units in Carbon County as mine-mouth operations gen- 
erating 177,000 kilowatts of power and using coal in the near vicinity. 
The power company has invested over $28 million in generation and 
transmission facilities in the county. 

We feel that we can properly intervene in this hearing due to 
the fact that power generated in the plant is part of the integrated 
system of the Utah Power & Light Co. and consequently serving part 
of the region proposed to be served by Burns Creek project. 

We feel that when private utilities can give the service that they 
should be permitted to do so. We base our objections to the Burns 
Creek project and any other similar projects in that it will seriously 
injure the economy of our area and will forestall potential growth 
of the steam-electric method of power generation. 

As you well know, the coal industry is in a depressed condition and 
employment in the coalfields is seriously depressed. Continued lay- 
offs of a permanent nature are becoming an everyday occurrence in 
the commercial field of coal mining and production as other energy 
fuels and displacement of coal is taking place. 

The people of my area recognized this trend many years ago and 
sought to correct it as part of a local effort to diversify our industry 
and also seek other uses of coal, our principal resource and the main- 
stay of our economy. We now find that the greatest potential that 
We enjoy is selling our coal through the sale of electricity and through 
the transmission lines of our utilities. 
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In simple terms, the Utah Power & Light Co. has produced an added 
payroll in our area amounting to $280,260 paid to employees of the 
utility alone. They have become the largest taxpayer of the county 
and last year paid over $395,000 to our county treasurer. They are 
paying one-sixth of the total taxes assessed in Carbon County. 

In addition to this they are responsible for the additional produe- 
tion of 1,800 tons of coal daily. This gives stabilizing employment 
to some of our coal miners who otherwise would be thrown out of 
work and permits the local coal companies to have year-round employ- 
ment and permitting them to keep their mines in good condition. 

The coal company has a present estimated monthly payroll of 
$125,000 compared to a monthly payroll of approximately $250,000 
5 years ago. As an added example of the depressed condition in the 
mines, in 1954 there were over 3,000 miners employed in our county 
and today we have about 1,800 steadily employed in production of 
coal. 

We have had serious layoffs in the commercial mines within the past 
2 weeks and it is reported to me by the head of the largest commercial 
coal company that his company would be seriously affected if it were 
not for the electric utility. Other benefits occur to many other people 
as a result of the installation of the steam-electric plant in our country. 

The United Mine Workers of America receive approximately 
$259,200 annually paid into their health, welfare, and retirement fund 
as a result of the coal mined and produced; supplementary jobs in 
various services are created or stabilized as a result of continued em- 
ployment, and we estimate that to us it means in excess of $160,000 
annually. 

The city of Helper, a town of 3,200 persons is nearly dependent on 
mine payrolls and payrolls of the power company plus workers em- 
ployed on the railroad. The city of Price is the shopping center of 
the county, has a population of over 7,000 and is clearly dependent 
on the payrolls and the economic well-being of the people of the area. 

The new employees brought into the area have constructed homes 
and have become a permanent part of our society. We have found 
them to be a welcome addition. I mention these points to illustrate 
that we are not talking about problematicals—all of this has taken 
place and it is part of the record of our area and is a living testimony 
in the lives of our people. 

We feel that our Federal Government should not enter into any 
activity that will penalize any persons from following the pursuit of 
happiness in their employment; we do not think it is fair for our Fed- 
eral Government to compete with us in our economy with our own 
money and in effect destroy ourselves. 

We do feel that there are many other pure reclamation projects 
that deserve consideration in the West long before the Burns Creek 
project. 

We do feel that in the growing West that private enterprise should 
be given the opportunity to meet the challenge of expanding facilities 
before any other course 1s considered or acted upon. 

We know of the present plans of the Utah Power & Light Co. to 
build steam-electric plants in the Kemmerer wholesale area. We wish 
we could have the added investment in our county, but we know the 
Kemmerer area needs this improvement. 
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It is a depressed area just as we are, and our experience as related 
to you is an outstanding example of what can happen in Kemmerer 
and will happen in Kemmerer if private enterprise is permitted to 
proceed with their plans and programs in an orderly fashion. In- 
vestments of private utilities do not cost—they pay—they pay in terms 
of payrolls, taxes, and production of our natural resources. And they 
pay in terms of people. We sincerely urge that you do not approve 
the Burns Creek project. 

Mr. Rocrers. Mr. McGinley ? 

Mr. McGintry. Mr. Welsh, the basis of your opposition to the proj- 
ect is your fear of its impact on the coal industry which is pertinent 
to your area; is that right ? 

Mr. Wexsu. That is right. 

Mr. Rogers. You may proceed, Mr. O’Connor. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM J. O'CONNOR, DIRECTOR, UTAH-WY0O- 


MING COAL OPERATORS ASSOCIATION, AND THE NATIONAL COAL 
ASSOCIATION 


Mr. O’Connor. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am 
William J. O’Connor, a director of the Utah-Wyoming Coal Oper- 
ators Association and a director of the National Coal Association, a 
member of its executive committee, and I am also president of the 
Independent Coal & Coke Co., with substantial coal-mining operations 
in the area affected by this legislation. 

This statement is made on behalf of the Utah-Wyoming Coal Oper- 
ators Association, which association consists of seven commercial coal 
mine operators in the State of Utah and two commercial coal mine 
operators in the State of Wyoming, each engaged in the commercial 
operation of mining coal, and the National Coal Association. 

The coal mined by our association is distributed in the States of 
Idaho, Montana, Nebraska, Nevada, Oregon, Utah, Washington, and 
Wyoming. They are employed in the mining of coal by the members 
of our association between approximately 1,500 men, which prevails 
at the present time, and 2,500 at peak seasons. 

In the year 1957 there was transported by rail approximately 
3,630,000 tons of coal mined by the members of our association; in 
1958, 28 percent less coal, or approximately 2,622,000 tons of coal, 
was mined and transported by rail. The hauling of coal is an im- 
— railroad transportation business in the States of Idaho, 
Vyoming, and Utah and other States in which the coal is used. It 
produces revenue for the transportation industry approximating $13 
million to $15 million annually. 

The supplies we purchase from the market areas served by our 
member companies and used in mining operations will approximate 
$4 to $5 million per year. 

The coal industry in the area served by our companies pays very 
substantial taxes to the Federal, county, and State governments. 

One of the most important uses of coal in our local area is for the 
production of electric power by steam generation. As far as electric 
power is concerned, that is the only possible place where the coal 
companies have a chance to get any further business. We have to 
compete with hydropower all the time, whether public or private, but 
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we know every 5 or 7 years these electric companies have to double 
their capacities; we know the price of gas and oil are going up steadily 
and while coal has been selling at the same price today as it did 10 
years ago, we feel sure in the future we are going to have some market 
for coal, if we can live long enough. 

We have observed the construction of reclamation projects in the 
West, such as the Colorado River storage project, which include the 
generation of electricity by the use of waterpower. The Colorado 
project has for its objective the development of the water resources 
of the States involved and incidentally the generation of electric 
energy. Projects of this kind, which have for their principal purpose 
the development of water resources, have not been objected to by 
our association. 

The reason for our position with respect to such projects is that the 
development of our water resources results directly in an increase in 
the population and business activity, thereby giving us a larger market 
for our project. 

The Utah-Wyoming Coal Operators Association and the National 
Coal Association believe that projects principally for power, such as 
the Burns Creek project, should not be authorized. 

The Burns Creek project does not have as its principal objective 
the development of water resources. According to the Bureau of 
Reclamation less than 2 percent of its cost is for irrigation and 98 
percent is for electric power. The plan proposes the construction of 
a 90,000-kilowatt hydroelectric plant. 

One-half billion kilowatt-hours annually would be produced by that 
plant. The output of such a plant will be equivalent to 200,000 to 
250,000 tons of coal per year. The Burns Creek project is designed 
largely for the development of electric power and not for the develop- 
ment of water resources. It will not increase acreage under cultivation 
and, therefore, differs in a substantial way from true reclamation 
projects. 

A good part of the economy of the Utah-Idaho-Wyoming area is 
based upon the mining and distribution of coal. If there is a need 
for 90,000 kilowatts of additional electric power in the area of the 
Burns Creek plant, that power should be developed by the use of coal, 
and thereby add to the economy of the area. 

One-half billion kilowatt-hours of electric energy is the equivalent 
of approximately 20,000 man-shifts working in the mines, which 
would bring to the people of our area engaged in mining more than 
one-half million dollars annually in wages. 

The coal industry is now plagued with part-time employment in 
summertime due to the seasonal use of coal. We have already felt 
the detrimental effect of hydropower plant construction in Idaho— 
including the Palisades project—where hydropower has been sold at 
dump rates to undercut the price of coal-generated electric energy 
with the resultant curtailment of mine operation, loss of wages, and 
general impairment of the economy of the already hard-pressed coal 
industry of our area. 

I would like to point out that only 3 percent of our Nation’s coal 
production comes from mines west of the Mississippi River. Com- 
mercial coal mining has been extremely hard hit in the States of Wyo- 
ming, Montana, and Washington, and in Utah is being subjected to 
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some very drastic competition. The only possible increasing market 
for coal from these States is for the production of electric power. 

Independent Coal & Coke Co., which I head, mines a million tons 
of coal a year and is the largest commercial coal producer west of the 
Mississippi River. Without the volume which our present coal sales 
to electric utilities gives us we would not be able to operate our mines. 

The use of coal by such industries as the electric power industry re- 
sults in all-year-around production of coal. Coal can be mined the 
year around and used the year around for the production of elec- 
tricity, thereby providing employment for coal miners throughout 
the season when normally they would be working only 2 or 3 days a 
week, as they are doing at the present time. 

We sincerely hope that nothing will be done to reduce the coal 
market in our area. We urge that everything possible be done to in- 
crease coal use and aid a distressed industry and the workingmen and 
their families it supports. 

The coal producers presented testimony before the Senate commit- 
tee showing that Burns Creek would be very detrimental to the coal 
industry. The proponents of the bill evidently were convinced that 
Burns Creek would be detrimental to our industry, because they at- 
tempted to remedy the situation by inserting an amendment in the 
bill specifically for the purpose of making the bill palatable to the 
coal interests. 

Such amendment provides that the— 


installation of power generating facilities shall be scheduled by the Secretary on 
the basis of providing for the additional power requirements of those entitled 
to preference in the purchase thereof under the Federal reclamation laws. 

The only effect of this amendment would be to postpone by 2 or 3 
years, the blow that would fall on the coal industry as a result of 
constructing Burns Creek. Regardless of any amendments made to 
the bill, the fact still remains that if 90,000 kilowatts of hydropower 
are installed at Burns Creek it would have the following harmful 
and serious effects : 

1. Ninety thousand kilowatts less steam-electric power will be devel- 
oped. 

2. One-half billion kilowatt-hours less of steam electric energy will 
be generated annually. 


3. Twenty thousand less man-shifts of coal mine labor will be em- 
ployed each year. 


4. One-half million dollars less in coal mining wages would be avail- 
able annually in the area. 

For these reasons, the Utah-Wyoming Coal Operators Association 
and the National Coal Association respectfully urge you not to author- 
ize this unsound and harmful project. 

That is all I have to say and I will be glad to answer any questions. 

Mr. Rogers. Thank you. 

As I understand it, the opposition of the three groups you represent 


has to do with the economics involved in this situation as far as coal 
is concerned. 


Mr. O’Connor. That is right. 
Mr. Rocrrs. The Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from Idaho. 
Mrs. Prost. I was intrigued with the statement Mr. O’Connor just 


made for I did not realize coal had not raised in price in the last 10 
years, 





296 BURNS CREEK PROJECT, IDAHO 


Mr. O’Connor. I am talking about the price of coal at the mine. 

Mrs. Prost. It is not higher, though today you are surely having to 
pay a higher wage scale in the mines. 

Mr. O’Connor. One of the reasons, Mrs. Congresswoman, is that 
there is considerable more strip coal and strip coal can be mined for 
probably 50 percent of the cost of underground coal. 

Mrs. Prosr. In other words, your price wholesale at the mine is the 
same price as 10 years ago. 

Mr. O’Connor. Slightly higher on domestic coal and, of course, 
when you buy coal in Idaho which is one of our big markets, we have 
a freight of $5 or $6 or $7 a ton besides and you have the handling 
cost on top of that. The figure of $5 is Bureau of Mines figure, and 
national coal quotes it. 

Mrs. Prost. We still use coal in our home in Idaho. 

Mr. O’Connor. You pay $14 or $15 for it. 

Mrs. Prost. The price of our coal has gone up considerably in the 
last 10 years, so I was quite surprised at your statement. 

Mr. O’Connor. The freight has gone up. 

Mrs. Prost. I agree. 

Mr. O’Connor. We mechanized, of course, and where we used to 
get 5 tons per man we now get 12 tons per man. While wages have 
raised $9 in 10 years, we have managed by putting money into equip- 
ment to just about keep up with the raise in wages. We made 23 cents 
on 800,000 tons of coal last year. 

Mrs. Prosr. That is all. 

Mr. Rocrrs. You made one statement, and I want to keep the record 
straight for those people who are not familiar with this matter. 

Your statement involved around the proposition that you had only 
3 percent of the Nation’s coal at the present time. What you mean 
is that you are producing only 3 percent. You have got enough coal 
out there we could burn it forever and never make a dent in it. 

Mr. O’Connor. I am sorry that was misleading. 

Mr. Rocerrs. I wanted to get the record straight. 

Mr. O’Connor. I meant producing only 3 percent. We have inthe 
State of Utah at least 40 billion tons of coal and coal is a basic energy 
and it is the stable energy we have to use when we cannot get oil and 
we cannot get gas. 

As I pointed out the price of gas is rising so fast eventually we ex- 
pect coal to be used. 

Mrs. Prost. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Rogers. Yes. 

Mrs. Prosr. Can you not talk the Utah Power & Light Co. into us- 
ing your coal instead of burning gas and other fuels for power 
generation ? 

Mr. O’Connor. We fight with them up in the State commission. 
We try to get the price of dump gas raised. Of course, they do not 
want to raise it and we do so, we are competitors. 

Mr. Rocrrs. Mr. Chenoweth ? 

Mr. CuenowernH. Mr. Sorenson, I would like to inquire about your 
association with the Utah Power & Light Co. for the construction of 
the coal plant at Kemmerer. What is the present status? 

Mr. Sorenson. The storage dam for their water is now under con- 
struction and they have agreed with us, we have our coal contract with 
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them, 35-year period of time, start coal deliveries to their plant in 1963. 
Mr. Cuenowern. Is the dam for production of hydroelectric power ? e 
Mr. Sorenson. No, sir; the storage of water for the steamplant, a 

42,000 acre-foot lake out there. 

Mr. Cuenowern. You do not have the water for the steamplant 
now 4 

Mr. Sorenson. They have to impound the floodwaters of that 
stream in order to have sufficient water. 

Mr. CuenowetTu. That is being built now, you say. 

Mr. Sorenson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. CHeNoweTu. What is the situation relative to the coal plant? 
Are you building the coal plant now ? 

Mr. Sorenson. We have the coal plant already in existence. 

Mr. Cuenowetu. You are building a steamplant ? 

Mr. Sorenson. They are not building the ste: =, — They 
have equipment on order for delivery in about 1962. 1 have been 
informed. 

Mr. Cuenowetu. You will furnish all the coal ? 

Mr. Sorenson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cuenoweru. What will be the cost of that power? 

Mr. Sorenson. [ cannot answer that. I am not with the power 
company, I am with the coal company. 

Mr. CuenowerH. Utah Power & Light Co., I believe, stated they 
could produce the energy cheaper from this ‘steamplant than from 
hydroelectric power; is that right ¢ 

“Mr. Sorenson. I do not think they have it built in subsidies that 
they can compete with the price on F ederal hydropower. 

Mr. Cuenowern. They want to produce power as cheaply as they 
ean, I am sure. 

Mr. Sorenson. Certainly. 

Mr. CuenowetH. So, they decided they could do it as cheaply from 
the coal plant as from a hydroelectric plant ? 

Mr. Sorenson. I would assume that. 

Mr. Cuenoweru. The steamplant is not under construction yet 

Mr. Sorenson. The equipment is ordered. It would not come on 
the line until 1963. 

Mr. Cuenowertu. The dam is now being constructed ? 

Mr. Sorenson. The dam is under construction. 

Mr. Cuzenowern. When will that be completed ? 

Mr. Sorenson. I understand it will be completed in the fall of 1961. 

Mr, Cuenowetu. Fall of 1961 ? 

Mr. Sorenson. Or spring of 1961. 

Mr. CuenowerHu. When do they expect to have the steamplant in 
operation ? 

Mr. Sorenson. Fall of 1963. 

Mr. Cuenowetnu, Fall of 1963? 

Mr. Sorenson. That is right. 

Mr. Cuenowetu. What will be the capacity of the first unit? 

Mr. Sorenson. The first unit 150,00 kilowatts. The plan is to in- 
stall another 150,000 kilowatt unit alongside. And we will furnish 
the coal for the two units. 

Mr. Cuenowetn. Your company would furnish all of this coal ? 

Mr. Sorenson. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Curnowern. Just the one company ? 

Mr. Sorenson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cuenowetru. How many coal miners are working in that area 
now ¢ 

Mr. Sorenson. We have about 200. 

Mr. CurenowerH. What is your market for the coal now ? 

Mr. Sorenson. We market coal in the 13 States west of the Mis- 
souri River. Wherever the Union Pacific Railroad Co. runs we 
market our coal. 

Mr. Cuenowetn. You have a domestic market ? 

Mr. Sorenson. Yes, sir; the small business we have left. 

Mr. Cuenoweru. How about industrial market ? 

Mr. Sorenson. We have no industrial market to speak of at all in 
the West. 

Mr. Cuenowetu. I think that isall. 

Mr. Rocers. Mr. Ullman ? 

Mr. Utiman. I would like to ask, Mr. O’Connor, your statement 
seems to be generally an argument against hydro. Would you say 
that is generally correct, you take a position against the development 
of hydro. 

Mr. O’Connor. I did not intend to take a position against hydro, 
I said he had to compete with hydropower whether it is public or 
private. That is my statement was not it. 

Mr. Uxtitman. Do you generally take the position against hydro 
development in your area? 

Mr. O’Connor. We have never been against any reclamation de- 
velopment that will increase the population in the area. We sell a 
great deal of coal. In fact, our chief source of domestic market is the 
small operators and small people in the farming towns. So we are 
in favor of reclamation. But we realize we have to compete with 
hydropower whether it is public or private. 

Mr. Utiman. I see the tendency generally among the coal organi- 
zations and coal producers to oppose particularly the multiple-pur- 

ose hydroelectric projects we are building in the West. I rather 
helen this tendency because I feel very much for the coal industry 
and also support everything that comes up to help the coal industry. 
At the same time, we in our part of the country happen to have a 
mighty river and a great potential of hydro and we feel our resource 
1s Just as important In our area as your resource is In your area. 

Mr. O’Connor. Well, Congressman, we recognize progress, and 
hydropower is progress and reclamation is progress, and natural gas 
is progress, and we have to compete with them. 

Mr. Utiman. I am glad to have that on the record. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. McGinley? 

Mr. McGrntey. No questions. 

Mr. Rocers.’ Mr. Aspinall do you have any questions? 

Mr. AspINALL. No questions. 

Mr. Rocers. Mr. Welsh, one question. 

Where do you get your electric power for price? 

Mr. Wetsu. We buy it wholesale from the Utah Power & Light 
Co. 

Mr. Rogers. Do you own your own system ? 
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Mr. WetsH. We own our own distribution system in the city, yes. 

Mr. Rocers. Thank you very much. 

Mr. O’Connor. Thank you. 

Mr. Wetsu. ‘Thank you. 

Mr. Sorenson. Thank you. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Biggs and Mr. Pearson ? 

Mr. Biees. I think we can both enter our statements quickly, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. Rocers. That is the position of the United Mine Workers and 
the position of the International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers, 
local union 57. You represent the Mine Workers, Mr. Biggs, and 
you, Mr. Pearson, the Electrical Workers, is that correct? 

" Mr. Bices. Yes. 
Mr. Pearson. Yes. 
Mr. Rogers. You may proceed, Mr. Biggs. 


STATEMENT OF ARTHUR BIGGS, SECRETARY-TREASURER, 
DISTRICT 22, UNITED MINE WORKERS OF AMERICA 


Mr. Bices. My name is Arthur Biggs. I am secretary-treasurer 
of District 22 of the United Mine Workers of America in Utah and 
Wyoming. I represent 2,632 coal miners—all we have left of the 
almost 7,000 miners we had 10 years ago. In behalf of these miners, 
I appear to oppose the Burns Creek project being considered by your 
committee. 

The Burns Creek hydroelectric project as proposed will include a 
90,000-kilowatt hydroelectric plant which will generate an estimated 
50 million kilowatt-hours per year. If these 50 million kilowatt- 
hours were supplied by a steam electric plant burning coal it would 
consume about 250,000 tons of coal per year. To mine this amount 
of coal would require about 20,000 man-shifts of coal-miner labor. 
It would bring to our area about one-half million dollars in annual 
miners’ wages. 

The coal miners are in desperate need of this additional coal-mining 
business. In recent years, the coal miners have experienced a sharp 
curtailment in work which has created considerable unemployment 
resulting in many hardship cases and causing much suffering and 
misery. This has had a terrific impact upon our economy in the coal- 
mining communities in both States. Some of our towns have already 
become ghost towns and we should not allow the other communities 
to disintegrate into social and economic stagnation. 

The Utah Power & Light Co. has under construction a 150,000- 
kilowatt steam electric plant near Kemmerer in western Wyoming. 
This plant, which will burn coal exclusively, has already been post- 
poned 2 years because of surplus hydroelectric power being available 
inthe area. We have protested the construction of the Burns Creek 
project because it is a further threat to the Kemmerer plant and our 
coal-mining livelihood. 

The Senate committee recognized this threat and attempted to 
correct it by adding an amendment to Senate bill 281 providing that 
the Burns Creek generating units would not be installed until the 
preferred customers needed the power. 
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The amendment, however, completely fails to protect our interests 
by merely delaying some of the Burns Creek units. This amendment 
ignores the fact that if the Government did not assume the continuing 
responsibility to supply these preferred customers electric power 
requirements by building hydroelectric plants, these same preferred 
customers would be obliged to buy their additional requirements from 
the power companies rather than from the Government. 

The use of cheap natural gas and oil in the homes and industry and 
the use of the diesel engines by the railroad has already seriously 
affected the coal miner. Please do not further hurt us by giving us 
further competition by building the Burns Creek hydroelectric plant, 
which I am told would not put any new land under cultivation. We 
coal miners are not against Government irrigation projects, but I am 
informed Burns Creek is not for irrigation but almost exclusively 
a power project. 

Coal is a vital commodity in time of emergency. If projects such 
as Burns Creek are allowed to reduce our employment and drive the 
coal miners into another employment during normal times, who is 
going to mine the coal during times of emergency ? 

Our employment is mostly seasonal. We have peak employment in 
the winter and fall. Our minimum employment is in the summer- 
time. 

Mining coal for the production of electricity is a fairly constant 
year-round operation, and therefore, very beneficial to the coal miners. 

We are not asking you to spend Government money to aid the coal 
miners in district 22. All we are asking you is that you do not au- 
thorize a $48 million Government hydroelectric plant which would 
dilute the coal consumption by 250,00 tons per year in our area and 
do away with 20,000 man-shifts per year of potential work for our 
coal miners. 

The mine workers do not think we should have to have tax deduc- 
tions from our paychecks each period to help pay for a hydroelectric 
powerplant which will directly compete with us. 

This is very unfair, because I understand that the Burns Creek 
electricity would be sold to only a very few preferred customers who 
are very much better off financially than we are. 

We earnestly ask you, therefore, to vote against this Burns Creek 
project. 

In conclusion, I wish to thank the members of this committee, in 
behalf of the United Mine Workers of America, for the privilege of 
appearing before its honorable body. 

Mr. Rogers. Thank you, Mr. Biggs. 

You may proceed, Mr. Pearson. 


STATEMENT OF V. G. PEARSON, BUSINESS MANAGER, LOCAL UNION 
57, INTERNATIONAL BROTHERHOOD OF ELECTRICAL WORKERS 


Mr. Pearson. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is V. G. Pearson. My address is 1748 West North Temple 
Street, Salt Lake City, Utah. 

I am business manager of local union 57, International Brother- 
hood of Electrical Workers and represent 1,800 taxpaying union 
members in Utah, Idaho, and Colorado. 
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I am generally familiar with the economics of the Burns Creek 
project, which have been covered by others. I know of my own 
knowledge that there is no shortage of power in the area where Burns 
Creek power would be used. : ps 

I appear before this honorable subcommittee in opposition to S. 
981 known as the Burns Creek bill. There are many reasons for this 
opposition. However, because of the limited time and the fact that 
others will discuss some of the other reasons, I will state only two: 

We are opposed to the construction of the projects by the Federal 
Government, which have as their virtually exclusive purpose the pro- 
duction of electrical energy for distribution to preference customers 
as aside from those which are multiple purpose in intent and which 
develop new water or reclaim land. 

We are opposed to this project for another reason. : 

The addition of 90,000 kilowatts of hydropower in our territory will 
curtail the production of power in coal burning plants in which we 
have members. This will result in a loss to us of their jobs and cur- 
tailment of work opportunities for others of our membership. If 
the Federal Government did not assume the responsibility of supply- 
ing these preference customers, they would buy their power require- 
ments from the private companies. The additional power purchased 
from Utah Power & Light Co. by these preference customers would 
provide more work for our members and the coal miners. 

A number of local unions in the West have filed statements with the 
chairman against this project, and they have authorized me as their 
spokesman to request that each of these statements be included in the 
record. 

We are sincerely convinced that Burns Creek is purely a power 
project for the benefit of a few preference customers. We are firmly 
against the Federal Government becoming an electric utility. We 
subscribe to the other arguments against this project and urge your 
committee to reject this legislation. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Rogers. Thank you, Mr. Pearson. 

Thank you both for your cooperation. 

(Statements submitted by Mr. Pearson follow :) 


INTERNATIONAL BROTHERHOOD OF ELECTRICAL WORKERS, 


Medford, Oreg., February 9, 1960. 
Representative WALTER ROGERs, 


Chairman, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, 
House of Representatives Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


Deak CONGRESSMAN: As a taxpayer and the representative of some 1,600 addi- 
tional taxpaying union members, I write you with reference to the Burns Creek 
project which I understand comes before your committee for discussion on 
Monday, February 15, 1960. 

It is my understanding that this project, located in southeastern Idaho, is 
primarily for the development of hydroelectrical energy with no significant con- 
sideration being given to irrigation or land reclamation in connection therewith, 
and that the developed electrical energy would be used to meet load growth of 
preference customers. It is my further understanding that the estimated net 
annual income from this project would fall short of meeting the annual interest 
on the investment. 

On the basis of the above circumstances, I contend this project should then 
be abandoned in favor of more worthy projects which would not only provide 
heeded electrical energy but through realistic multipurpose intent serve our 
irrigation and land reclamation needs as well. Returns on such investments 

51710—60—_20 
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must not be overlooked from the standpoint of kilowatts, water use, increased 
land values or repayment of principle and interest thereon. 

I respectfully request that you and your committee give due consideration to 
the above factors before acting on the Burns Creek project. I am opposed to the 
Burns Creek project S. 281. 

Very truly yours, 
LocaL UNION No. 659, IBEW, 
CHARLES W. CrARY, 
Business Manager, 


FEBRUARY 11, 1960, 
Hon. WALTER ROGERS, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, 
Washington, D.C. 


Congressman JOHN P. SAYLOR, 
Washington, D.C.: 


This local union, composed of more than 3,000 members in Oregon and Wasb- 
ington, is opposed to 8. 281 to construct the Burns Creek project. 
It appears to be an uneconomic project and the required expenditure could 
be used to better advantage in other places. 
W. L. VINSON, 
Business Manager, Local 125, International Brotherhood of Electrical 
Workers. 


INTERNATIONAL BROTHERHOOD OF ELECTRICAL WORKERS, 
LocAL UNION No. 47, 
South San Gabriel, Calif., February 9, 1960. 
Hon. WALTER ROGERS, 
Chairman of House Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Sir: I wish to register my protest to your committee against the con- 
struction of the Burns Creek project on the Snake River. 

I have had an opportunity to study the proposal and it is quite clear that it 
is an uneconomical power project. The approximate $50 million cost of Burns 
Creek could be used much more advantageously on a real reclamation project. 
Since Burns Creek adds no additional firm water for irrigation and does nothing 
for river reregulation, it should be rejected. 

As the business manager of a local union representing employees in an investor- 
owned utility, I am opposed to projects whose real purpose is to develop hydro- 
electric power when adequate service is already available. This project is not 
only uneconomical but a threat to the rights of the workers in the private utility 
industry. The jobs of the employees of the private utilities are constantly being 
endangered by the intrusion of the Government into the electric power industry. 
This deprives our members of the right of collective bargaining, a signed con- 
tract, grievance procedures, pensions, and other benefits that they have won over 
many years of bargaining. We feel that the general public and also the workers 
in the industry are being hurt with the construction of each new and unwarranted 
Federal power project. 

I sincerely hope that you will do what you can to stop the authorization of a 
project that will not do a job of reclamation and is not needed for power 
development. 

Sincerely yours, 
A. J. CouGcHLiIn, Business Manager. 


INTERNATIONAL BROTHERHOOD OF ELECTRICAL WoRKERS, AFL-CIO, 
LocAL UNION 1245, 
Oakland, Calif., February 10, 1960. 


Hon. WALTER ROGERS, 
Chairman, House Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, House Office 
Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN Rogers: Please be advised that our organization, Local 
1245 of the International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers, AFL-CIO, which 
represents some 15,000 utility workers and taxpayers in California and Nevada, 
wishes to go on record in opposition to the proposed Burns Creek project (S. 281). 
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Our study of the proposed Burns Creek project brings us to the conclusion 
that the project is both unnecessary and a serious deviation from the principle 
that water is and should be the prime purpose of such projects rather than 

wer development. 

After considering the proposed project, which would cost nearly 50 million of 
taxpayers’ dollars, and weighing the minor aspects of irrigation development 
against an estimated 98 percent cost allocation to power development for a few 
preference customers where no power shortage exists, we come to the obvious 
conclusion that Burns Creek is an improper undertaking by the Federal 
Government. 

Therefore, we respectfully urge that the Burns Creek project (S. 281) not be 
approved by the Congress. 

Respectfully, 
RoNALD T. WEAKLEY, Business Manager. 


INTERNATIONAL BROTHERHOOD OF ELECTRICAL WORKERS, AFL-CIO, 
LocaL UNION 768, 
February 10, 1960. 
Mr. WALTER ROGERS, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, House Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 


Deak Sire: I would like to register a strong protest in behalf of Local 768, 
IBEW, concerning the proposed Burns Creek project (S. 281). We feel this 
project is primarily a power project to supply power to a few preferred customers 
in an area where no power shortage exists. We feel, also, that it is uneconomical 
and a very unnecessary project. The money saved by not building this project 
could be used to better advantage somewhere else. 

We have checked the payout studies on this project and from this study the 
Burns Creek project appears to be unnecessary and extravagant, consequently, 
it will hurt the taxpayers of the region and of the Nation. 

We hope and feel that an unfavorable “thumbs-down” report will come from 
this committee on this uneconomical project. 

Thanking you. 

Sincerely yours, 
ARTHUR BariL, Business Manager. 


INTEKNATIONAL BROTHERHOOD OF ELECTRICAL WORKERS, 
Locat Union No. 111, 
Denver, Colo., February 9, 1960. 
Hon. WALTER ROGERS, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


Sir: Local Union 111 of the International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers 
joins with many other local unions of the IBEW in the West in opposing the 
Burns Creek project (S. 281). 

After going over the report of the hearings before the Subcommittee on 
Irrigation and Reclamation of the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
U.S. Senate, 86th Congress, Ist session, on S. 281, we believe this report and 
other data received by us concerning the Burns Creek project, proves con- 
clusively that the almost $49 million Burns Creek project is purely a power 
project, over 98 percent being allocated for the purpose. It is an uneconomical 
project which by itself will not even be capable of paying the interest charged 
on the investment allocated to power. By saddling it on the Palisades project it 
postpones the payout of Palisades from 33 to 59 years, an extension of 26 years. 
As a result of saddling Burns Creek on Palisades, surplus revenues amounting 
to $30 million that would otherwise have accumulated as a result of Palisades 
operations during the extended payout period will be foregone. 

Since all the facts are substantiated in the report of the hearings before 
the subcommittee, we urge you to oppose S. 281. 

Very truly yours, 
J. RANDOLPH AEMMER, 
Business Manager, Local Union 111, IBEW. 
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Mr. Rocers. Are there any questions of the committee / 

Mr. Sartor. Mr. Chairman, I have some questions. 

Mr. Rocers. Let me make some observations. We are about 10 
minutes late right now. If we could go on with the fish and wildlife 
people, would you people be available here this afternoon ? 

Mr. Bieas. Yes, we will be available. 

Mr. Rocers. You may proceed. 

Mr. Sayxor. First, I would like to compliment both of you men for 
coming here and making these statements and for representing the 
organization which you do in opposition to this. 

The one thing that I would lke to ask Mr. Pearson, because I am 
rather intrigued by his statement on page 2, I gather it is your con- 
tention, if this plant is built, certain of your members will lose jobs 
because of the construction of this plant. Is that in theory or js 
that in fact? 

Mr. Pearson. Well, if past practice continues, I would say it would 
be fact because shortly after Palisades’ coming on the line, the Utah 
Power & Light Co. had two unit steamplants in Oregon and Utah. 
They took the one unit completely off the line, the other unit went on 
a two-shift operation, more or less, on a standby basis, which re- 
sulted in the loss of 15 jobs in that plant. 

So I would assume the same thing would happen in the less 
efficient plant on the system if Burns Creek came along with a lot of 
dump power. 

Mr. Sartor. Mr. Pearson, does your union have members that work 
for these preference customers ? 

Mr. Pearson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Sartor. Do you have a contract with those preference 
customers ? 

Mr. Pearson. We have one contract with the city of Idaho Falls. 
We have members with Provo City, will not give us a contract, will 
not organize us. We have been requested by employees of other pref- 
erence customers for organization. We have gone in and met with the 
city commissions and the mayors and they at that time said that they 
are not compelled by law to recognize labor organizations. 

In fact, in one town they had the threat that if one man joined the 
union in his city he would fire him. That is the thing we face with 
preference customers. 

Mr. Sartor. In other words, these preference customers do not look 
very kindly upon your union organization. 

Mr. Pearson. They do not. I might say I have a statement out of 
the Salt Lake Desert News dated January 12, 1960. It says: 

Attorney General Walter Budge was completing a formal opinion stating it is 
unlawful for political officials to negotiate on wage or working conditions with 
labor union leaders. The attorney general pointed out that the public agencies 
and public officials are excluded from laws providing for collective bargaining. 


It is impossible for them to negotiate with other public officials on hours or 
working conditions, because they must be governed by statute. 


Mr. Sartor. I am glad to have this evidence and it is one more rea- 
son to me why preference customers laws should be done away with. 
I want to thank you gentlemen for being here and would say to the 
good representative of the United Mine Workers, Mr. Biggs, I cer- 
tainly hope we keep all of the miners out there in your section working. 
I have heard the gentlewoman from Idaho say she is worried about 
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the lead and zinc miners in her area and I certainly hope she takes 
your statement to heart and worries about you. 
” Mr. Biees. Thank you. 

Mr. Rogers. If you will keep yourselves available, we will try to 

t back to you for more questions. 

In view of the announcement made previously, the Chair will, at this 
time, have to recognize the fish and wildlife witnesses. 

Mr. Brees. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Pearson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rocers. We also have Mr. Welles Gray, secretary of the Empire 
State Chamber of Commerce, Albany, N.Y. 

In view of the time and situation, I am going to have to go into the 
fish and wildlife matter. We will try to get to you just as soon as we 
can, subsequent to their testimony. Will you be here this afternoon ? 

Mr. Gray. I will be here this afternoon. 

Mr. Rogers. If you will come back at 1:30 then. 

Mr. Gray. I will be happy to do that. 

Mr. Rocers. Mr. Jackman; is he in the audience? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Rogers. We will hear Mr. Gray at 1:30. 

Mr. O.R. Baum is recognized. Let the Chair make this observa- 
tion: That if the opposition witnesses who were not reached care to 
file statements, their statements will be included immediately follow- 
ing the testimony of Mr. Biggs and Mr. Pearson. 

Mr. Sartor. Mr. Chairman, might I ask whether or not if there are 
any questions that any of the members of the committee have they 
might submit them to the witnesses to be answered within a reasonable 
time? By that I mean within the next week. 

Mr. Rogers. Without objection, that will be so ordered. 

Does the gentleman desire to make it in the form of a unanimous- 
consent request ¢ 

Mr. Sartor. I would ask unanimous consent on these statements 
that have been filed. If any members have any questions they would 
like to ask of the witnesses, they submit them to the staff to be sub- 
mitted to the witnesses. 

Mr. Rogers. Is there objection ? 

If not, it is so ordered. 


STATEMENT OF 0. R. BAUM, GRAYS LAKE COMMITTEE, 
POCATELLO, IDAHO 


Mr. Baum. My name is O. R. Baum and I maintain law offices at 
Pocatello, Idaho. I represent persons and associations, including the 
Grays Lake Committee, owning or leasing lands surrounding or adja- 
cent to Grays Lake. I also represent the Eastern Idaho Grazing 
Association, Idaho Citizens’ Grazing Association, and Grays Lake 
Committee. The lands so mentioned are also used as a base for live- 
stock grazing in the Caribou National Forest, and, for that reason, 
owing to the fact that I feel that if S. 281 is passed in its present 
form, the rights of my clients may ultimately be affected. I appre- 
ciate this opportunity of stating my views as to the legal effect of such 
bill insofar as my clients are concerned. 

Your time, I know, is well taken up; hence, I desire to make a short 
cogent statement, having heretofore lodged with Mr. McFarland for 
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filing, and, with your permission, having the same made a part of 
the record, 25 copies of an opinion, which opinion goes into detail, 
setting forth my views as to how S. 281 and related acts might be 
interpreted. 

One of the provisions of S. 281 authorizes the Secretary of Interior 
to invoke the provisions of section 2 of the Fish and Wildlife Coordi- 
nation Act. ‘This section, taken along with the provisions of 8. 281, 
places a mandatory duty upon the Secretary of Interior to confer with 
certain agencies as to the conservation and development of wildlife: 
hence, the bill could reasonably be construed to provide that the Burns 
Creek development and impoundment of waters of the Snake River 
could be beneficially used for conservation of fish and wildlife. 

There is nothing in S. 281 limiting the powers of the Secretary of 
Interior in carrying out the provisions of the Coordination Act. It 
is true that there is a slight restriction as to the Secretary’s powers 
as stated in the Coordination Act, but such restrictions are so limited, 
and the provisions of such act gives the Secretary broad powers that 
time, conditions, and the issuing of administrative orders, the act giv- 
ing Secretary power to issue administrative orders, all such limited 
restrictions can at a later date be removed. 

The act authorizing the Palisades project (Public Law 864) inhibits 
the development, operation, and maintenance of wildlife management 
areas, insofar as Grays Lake is concerned, until such action has been 
authorized by Congress. 

S. 281 contains no such restrictions. Broad powers are conferred 
upon the Secretary of Interior by S. 281 and its related act. I feel 
that it may fairly be said that S. 281 could be considered, the bill or 
authority to which reference was made in the Palisades Project Act 
(Public Law 864). Iam quite fearful that a certain segment of our 
people, as well as certain agencies, and the Fish and Game Commis- 
sion of Idaho so considers the bill as I have heretofore stated. It is 
clear that S. 281 does not limit the development of fish and wildlife 
resources to the immediate area where the Burns Creek development 
is to take place. Also I believe that under the terms of S. 281 and 
the act jawed to therein, along with Public Law 864 (Palisades 
Project Act), also taking into consideration that S. 281 will carry a 
later date that waters impounded, directly or indirectly, could be 
substituted, traded, exchanged or leased on an annual basis for waters 
that can, by further development, be impounded in Grays Lake. The 
lake last referred to and its outlets; namely, Clarks Cut and Willow 
Creek are tributaries of the Snake River. 

The waters of Grays Lake and the Fort Hall project are controlled 
by a Federal agency as those words are used in the Coordination Act. 
Being that the Secretary of Interior, through one of his departments 
operates Grays Lake, and through the same department has pur- 
chased storage in Palisades, the limitations heretofore referred to in 
the various acts are not applicable and the department so referred to 
has a priority as referred to in S. 281 to the storage waters in Burns 
Creek Reservoir, hence also exists the right of exchange, substitution, 
and leasing, annual or otherwise, of stored water. I refer to the Fort 
Hall-Michaud (Indian) projects controlled by, being constructed by 
and operated by a Federal agency; namely, the Indian Service. 
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The reference to the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act requires 
a careful review of that law and the following comments and the 

yotations furnish added support for the position taken. 

The first section of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act cited 
as 16 U.S.C.A. section 661, declares the purpose of the act to be, “For 
the purpose of recognizing the vital contribution of our wildlife re- 
sources to the Nation, the increasing public interest and significance 
thereof due to expansion of our national economy and other factors, 
and to provide that wildlife conservation shall receive equal con- 
sideration and be coordinated with other features of water resource 
development programs * * *.” 

The second section of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act cited 
as 16 U.S.C.A. 662, contains several subsections, each of which are of 
importance here. Section (a) provides on substance that whenever 
waters are to be impounded, diverted, or controlled there shall be 
consultations with U.S. Fish and Wildlife personnel and with the 
heads of the State agency involved with a view to the conservation of 
wildlife resources by preventing loss of and damage to such resources 
as well as providing for the development and improvement thereof 
in connection with the water resource development. 

Section (b) requires that reports and recommendations from State 
and Federal wildlife agencies shall be made an integral part of any 
report either to Congress or to any agency having the power to con- 
struct and the subsection further provides that the project plan of 
any project shall include such justifiable means and measures for 
wildlife purposes as the reporting agency finds shall be adopted to 
obtain the maximum overall project benefits. 

The Palisades Act is cited to show the intention as to Grays Lake 
and I believe that the bill for the authorization embodies this same 
intention. The Palisades Act was passed at a time the use of the 
Hunting Stamp Tax for acquisition of properties also required the 
approval of the Migratory Bird Conservatiton Commission which was 
composed in part of Members of Congress. However, the project can 
be obtained or acquired without the need for a return to Congress 
for such approval. The 1958 amendment to the Hunting Stamp Tax 
did away with the necessity of securing the approval of the Migratory 
Conservation Commission as to the acquisition of property. 

That only goes to acquisition of property and not to the operation. 

Funds are available from the Hunting Stamp Tax for the ore 
Lake project and reference is made to 16 U.S.C.A., section 718d (b) 
where it provides that these funds can be used for the location, ascer- 
tamment, and acquisition of suitable areas for migratory bird refuge 
and for administrative costs incurred in the acquisition of such areas. 

It is, of course, not possible to state in advance that a Secretary in 
the future may or may not do or what he intends to do in connection 
with the Grays Lake project. Suffice it to say, that he has, as I read 
the act, sufficient power and authority under the acts heretofore cited 
to proceed with it should he so desire. 

If the various acts could be construed as I have indicated, then the 
Secretary, by administrative order, could order and direct an exchange 
of waters or annual or permanent leasing of waters and, in effect, cre- 
ate fish and wildlife development conservation areas in Grays Lake. 
Persons residing in Idaho, upon the happening of such an event, would 
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have no adequate remedy or relief. It is a recognized fact that such 
an administrative determination could not be litigated in Idaho and 
that the Secretary himself, upon the happening of such event, is an 
indespensable party and any persons in Idaho sustaining property 
losses by reason of such act, would be required to institute the suit in 
Washington, employ Washington counsel, and bring their witnesses, 
at a heavy expense, to the District of Columbia which, in effect, in 
many instances, denied the right of litigants to fully and adequately 
litigate their rights. 

I therefore have suggested to the persons and associations I repre- 
sent that an amendment to S. 281 should be prepared and tendered 
for consideration by you and the other members of your committee, 
I have prepared such an amendment a copy of which is attached to 
this statement, and likewise a copy of such amendment is attached 
to my complete detailed opinion, 25 copies of which have been handed 
to your Mr. McFarland. 

I will read the amendment : 


Amend section 3(b) of Senate bill No. 281, by amending the same as follows: 
In paragraph (b) of section 3, immediately after the words “conservation 
and development of fish and wildlife,” add the following: “Providing, however, 
That the conservation and development of fish and wildlife in connection with 
Burns Creek project shall be limited to the area of the reservoir and contiguous 
and adjacent lands.” 


This insertion would be right ahead of “An appropriate portion 
of the cost * * *.” 

We submit that the amendment we suggest should be made to the 
bill and in view of the present interpretation or position of the Secre- 
tary of the Interior, such amendment should meet with no objection. 

I therefore ask that this statement and my opinion supported by 
the proposed amendment be made a part of the record. 

I desire again not only to express my individual appreciation but 
also to express the appreciation of the parties whom I represent. I 
thank not only you, Mr. Rogers, but the gracious gentlelady from 
Idaho, and each member of the committee for the opportunity to 
present my views in the matter in issue. 

I have with me, members of the committee, the opinion I referred 
to which I will be glad to hand to your clerk. 

Mr. Rocers. Without objection, the opinion will be made a part of 
the record at this point. 

(Opinion referred to follows :) 

LAW OFFICES, 
O. R. BAUM AND BEN PETERSON, 
Pocatello, Idaho, February 11, 1960. 
Mr. WALTER RoGErs, 
Chairman, House Irrigation and Reclamation Subcommittee, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear Sir: We respectfully submit herewith our views concerning what we be 
lieve to be the ultimate legal effect of bill S. 281 introduced by Mr. Dworshak 
(for himself and Mr. Church) of Idaho. 

In this matter we represent landowners owning lands surrounding Grays 
Lake in Idaho and, also, persons having grazing privileges around Grays Lake, 
which lands serve as the base for livestock privileges in the Caribou National 
Forest, and, for this reason we feel justified in opposing the passage of bill No. 
281 in its present form, feeling that the property rights of the persons represented 
by us may ultimately be adversely affected by the provisions of said bill. 

Section 3B of Senate bill 281 provides, among other things: 
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“The Secretary may make such reasonable provision in connection with the 
Burns Creek development if, upon further study in accordance with section 2 
ef the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, he finds to be required for the con- 
servation and development of fish and wildlife. An appropriate portion of the 
cost of the development shall be allocated as provided in said act and it, together 
with the portion of the construction cost allocated to recreation and the opera- 
tion and maintenance costs allocated to these functions, shall be nonreimbursable 
and nonreturnable under the reclamation laws. 

The foregoing paragraph of bill 281 authorizes the Secretary to invoke, in 
connection with the Burns Creek project, the Fish and Wildlife Coordination 
Act. Section 2 of the act provides: 

“Whenever the waters of any stream or other body of water are proposed or 
authorized to be impounded, diverted, the channel deepened, or the stream or 
other body of water otherwise controlled or modified for any purpose whatever, 
including navigation and drainage, by any department or agency of the United 
States, or by any public or private agency under said permit or license, such 
department or agency first shall consult with the United States Fish and Wild- 
life Service, Department of Interior, and with the head of the agency exercising 
administration over the wildlife resources of the particular State wherein the 
impoundment, diversion, or other control facility is to be constructed, with a 
view to the conservation of wildlife resources by preventing loss of and damage 
to such resources as well as providing for the development and improvement 
thereof in connection with such water resource development.” 

Section 2A of said Coordination Act thus requires that the agency responsible 
for the impounding of any waters shall be under statutory obligation to consult 
with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, such consultation, by the provisions of 
said bill, to be for the purpose of determining whether such impounding of 
waters can be used to further the purposes set forth in the Coordination Act 
(the development of fish and wildlife resources). Should, therefore, the con- 
sultation required by the Coordination Act and vitalized by bill 281, indicate 
that the purposes of the Coordination Act can be promoted, a study of such fact 
is required by statute. 

The Secretary of Interior may, if he finds that Grays Lake is an ideal location 
for use in the conservation and development of fish and wildlife, proceed to 
accomplish the purposes set forth in said Coordination Act. Nothing in Senate 
bill 281 limits the powers of the Secretary to carry out the purposes of the 
Coordination Act directly in connection with the Burns Creek impoundment. 
The bill could reasonably be construed to provide that the Burns Creek develop- 
ment and impoundment could beneficially be used for development and conserva- 
tion of fish and wildlife. 


It might be said that section B is inconsistent or at variance with section 2 
of said act wherein it is provided that the waters impounded in the Burns Creek 
site are available to organizations who have heretofore contracted for waters 
in the Palisades project. Should, however, the waters not be claimed by persons 
who have priority growing out of their rights in Palisades project within the 
time provided for in said bill, then such waters, by the terms of said bill, are 
available for use in accordance with the existing Federal reclamation laws. Sen- 
ate bill No. 281 being a reclamation law and also recognizing the value of 
development of fish and wildlife resources, would be considered a Federal 
reclamation law authorizing and directing the use to which such unclaimed 
waters could be put. 

The act authorizing the Palisades project provides: 

“That the Secretary shall reserve not to exceed 55,000 acre-feet of active ca- 
pacity in Palisades Reservoir for a period ending December 31, 1952, for re- 
placement of Grays Lake storage, but no facilities in connection with the pro- 
posed wildlife management area at Grays Lake shall be built and no allocation 
of construction costs of the Palisades Dam and Reservoir by reason of providing 
replacement storage to that area shall be made until the development and opera- 
tion and maintenance of the wildlife management area has been authorized 
by act of Congress.” 

It is true that Public Law 864 did not authorize fish and wildlife development 
of Grays Lake out of the Palisades project but prohibited the same until further 
act of Congress. We feel that it may fairly be said that section 3 of Senate bill 
281 could be considered the bill to which reference was made in Public Law 
864. It is clear that Senate bill 281 does not limit the development of fish 
and wildlife resources to the immediate area where the Burns Creek develop- 
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ment is to take place. It is a fundamental principle in reclamation law that 
waters may be exchanged. Also, a custom has grown up for the exchange of 
water from one reservoir to another and normal flow for storage water, ete, 
It, therefore, we think, follows that should a determination be made as provided 
for in the Coordination Act, that additional fish and wildlife areas are needeg 
in the upper reaches of the Snake River, that waters impounded in the Burns 
Creek project could be substituted, by exchange or leasing, for waters that 
could very readily be impounded in Grays Lake. If water users who now 
receive waters from Grays Lake were furnished water from the Burns Creek 
project (no matter how great the loss of water might be) and if they receive 
their full rights, they could not be heard to complain. 

Should Senate bill 281 be amended to provide that the waters not claimed by 
priority could be used for development of fish and wildlife projects on or near 
the impounded waters, the problem heretofore presented would not exist, 
Under the present wording of the bill in connection with the Coordination Act, 
it seems that the same could be construed to bring about the condition set forth 
in this paragraph. 

We take it that there is no question but what Grays Lake and the Fort Hall 
project come within the purview of the various bills referred to herein, furnish- 
ing waters for an agency of the United States of America. 

We, therefore, suggest that section 3B be amended in accordance with the 
suggested amendment attached thereto. 

Irrespective of the present opinion of the Secretary’s office concerning the au- 
thority granted to it by the subject legislation, such opinion would not be neec- 
essarily binding upon future administrations and if the act could be construed 
as we have indicated, the then Secretary, by administrative order, could order 
and direct an exchange of waters or permanent leasing of waters and, in effect, 
create fish and wildlife development conservation areas in Grays Lake. Persons 
residing in Idaho, upon the happening of such an event, would have no adequate 
remedy or relief. It is a recognized fact that such an administrative determi- 
nation could not be litigated in Idaho and that the Secretary himself, upon the 
happening of such event, is an indispensable party and any persons in Idaho 
sustaining property losses by reason of such act, would be required to institute 
the suit in Washington, employ Washington counsel, and bring their witnesses, 
at a heavy expense, to the District of Columbia which, in effect, in many 
instances, denies the right of litigants to fully and adequately litigate their 
rights. 

We submit that the amendment we suggest should be made to the bill and in 
view of the present interpretations of the Secretary of Interior, such amendment 
should meet with no objection. 

Very truly yours, 
O. R. Baum. 

Amend section 3(b) of Senate bill No. 281, by amending the same as follows: 

In paragraph (b) of section 3, immediately after the words “conservation and 
development of fish and wildlife’ add the following: “Providing, however, That 
the conservation and development of fish and wildlife in connection with Burns 
Creek project shall be limited to the area of the reservoir and contiguous and 
adjacent lands.” 

This insertion would be right ahead of “An appropriate portion of the 
on ere” 

Mr. Rogers. Thank you very much. 

Are there any questions? 

Mrs. Prosr. Will Mr. Baum be available this afternoon ? 

Mr. Baum. I will be glad to, indeed. 

Mr. Rocers. We will go back into this after we finish with Mr. Gray 
this afternoon. 

Mr. Saylor? 

Mr. Sartor. I want to congratulate you on your statement. You 
have called some very important matters to the attention of this 
committee. 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Gray, if you would like, at this time, we could 
hear your statement now. If you will come forward we will recognize 
you. 
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STATEMENT OF WELLES A. GRAY, DIRECTOR OF RESEARCH, 
EMPIRE STATE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, ALBANY, N.Y. 


Mr. Gray. My name is Welles A. Gray. I am director of research 
of the Empire State Chamber of Commerce, the headquarters of 
which are located in Albany, N.Y. I appear on behalf of the Empire 
State Chamber of Commerce and other State and regional suasuea 
of commerce which are members of the Council of State Chambers of 
Commerce. ‘The State chambers for whom I speak are listed at the 
end of this statement. 

Mr. Rocers. May I ask a question right there now? Is the Council 
of State Chambers of Commerce associated or affiliated with the U.S. 
Chamber of Commerce ? 

Mr. Gray. No, it is a separate organization. Our individual State 
chambers are practically all members of the U.S. Chamber of Com- 
merece, but this is an organization of our own because we have a great 
many problems in common. 

Our association is concerned with the proposal to spend more than 
$48 million from the Federal Treasury to build the Burns Creek 
project. We in New York feel entitled to be concerned about the 
justification on any Federal project since about one-seventh of the 
Federal tax burden is borne by the people of the State of New York. 
The State chambers of commerce as a group are concerned about this 
legislation, S. 281, for two reasons. 

First, because it provides for a substantial expenditure of Federal 
funds for a project which is not clearly essential and which at best 
isof only marginal economic feasibility. 

Second, because its primary and almost sole justification is to supply 
anticipated future power needs of present Federal power customers 
inan area where existing electric companies are prepared to supply all 
foreseeable needs. This bespeaks of public utility responsibility for 
the Interior Department and we strongly oppose that. 

For the facts of Burns Creek we have relied principally on the 
report of the Senate committee on this legislation, dated June 29, 1959 
(S. Rept. 439). However, our conclusions differ from those of the 
committee’s majority. 

Actually, this project is primarily and mostly a power project. 
About 98 percent of its total $50 million cost is charged to power. 
Less than 2 percent is charged to irrigation and no part of the cost 
is charged to reregulation of waterflow from the Palisades project 
which is 30 miles upstream. 

The Burns Creek Dam would provide 234,000 acre-feet of water 
storage of which only 17,000 acre-feet would be used for reregulating 
purposes. While 100,000 acre-feet is considered as being for irrigation 
purposes, it is not intended to irrigate any new land. Instead, it is 
only intended to serve as supplemental long-term storage which might 
be used during exceptionally dry years which occur two or three times 
ina 50-year period. 

Testimony in the hearings indicates that reregulation of waterflow 
from the Palisades project, to prevent damage downstream, could 
be accomplished with a 17,000 acre-feet storage dam at a cost of about 
$6 to $9 million. 

It gets down to the question of Government operation of a power- 
plant against private operation and from the testimony given to your 
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committee yesterday, it seems very evident Utah Power Co. is pretty 
well equipped to handle power need not only now, but in the future in 
view of the plans which they have. < 

Thus, the primary purpose of the Burns Creek project obviously is 
to produce electric power and for that reason the project would involve 
expenditures of almost $50 million rather than the $6 to $9 million 
outlay that would take care of reregulation needs, if such needs do in 
fact exist. 

Moreover, the project would add 90,000 kilowatts of electric power 
in southeastern Idaho where two electric companies now operate and 
are able to supply power needs in the foreseeable future. 

In fact, one of these companies (Utah Power) has already made 
firm plans and commitments to build a steam-generating plant with 
an ultimate capacity of 300,000 kilowatts to serve the same area 
where power for the Burns Creek project would be marketed. 

But some Bureau of Reclamation officials and a majority of the 
Senate Interior Committee are not satisfied with having the growing 
needs of the area taken care of by the electric companies. They take 
the view that all present power customers of the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion in the area have a right to look to the Federal Government for 
their growing needs. This is clearly the assumption of a public utility 
responsibility on the part of the Bureau, such as has already been 
assumed by TVA. 

If Congress acquiesces in this instance, it could be used as a prece- 
dent for Federal utility responsibility in all areas where power is 
produced at Federal projects. 

Adoption of this philosophy would lead to substantial additional 
tax-free Federal power in competition with taxpaying electric com- 
panies. It would mean large future expenditures of Federal funds 
for the purpose of providing subsidized power, at the expense of 
taxpayers generally, to meet the growing power needs of all present 
wholesale and retail customers of the Federal Government. 

The Burns Creek project is nearly all for electric power. It is not 
a multipurpose project in any substantial sense of the term. Its 
irrigation and other nonpower features are relatively so small as 
to be little more than an excuse for some convenient multipurpose 
language in the bill. 

Up to now, the Department of the Interior has not been permitted to 
build power-generating facilities other than as part of multipurpose 
projects. 

In addition, from figures given in the Senate report, it appears 
that if interest is figured at 214 percent per year, the total costs of 
the Burns Creek project will be less than the benefits by a safe margin; 
but that if the interest is figured at 3 percent then the relation between 
total costs and benefits becomes problematical. 

It seems to be overlooked that interest. rates of 214 and 3 percent 
belong to those years gone by, not the present time. The American 
= nowadays could not possibly be persuaded to buy long-term 

nds of the U.S. Government at yields of 214 or 3 percent. The 
present market for such bonds requires yields well above 4 percent. 

Whether we like it or not and whether we agree about the reasons 
for it or not, the fact is that interest costs to the Federal Govern- 
ment are higher than 4 percent for long-term borrowing. I suppose 
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that so long as creeping inflation continues, interest rates will have to 
stay high to attract investors. 

Today, no new long-term Federal project can truthfully be said to 
be paying for itself unless its yearly net earnings are better than 4 

rcent of its investment. Burns Creek cannot meet such a criterion. 

S. 281 provides the Burns Creek project shall be integrated finan- 
cially (as well as vy with the neighboring Palisades Dam 
project. The latter is said to be doing well financially. This integra- 
tion gimmick may conceal the losses of Burns Creek by offsetting 
them against surpluses of Palisades but does not cure the losses. The 
usefulness of the Burn Creek project is simply not great enough to 
support its high cost of construction. Burns Creek, therefore, repre- 
sents a new turn in Federal policy—another turn toward intensified 
Government oe ition in the electric utility business. 

The local result of the Burns Creek project would be to provide 
electric power, on a highly subsidized basis, for a favored little group 
of power users—the “preference customers.” 

Essentially, our position turns on the issue of whether or not there 
should be public power, it gets into the question of public policy and 
our position is one of opposition to Government-operated business 
enterprise of any sort and power in particular. 

I might say in conclusion one thing about ourself in New York. 
In New York, we pay for our own power development. We have our 
own State power authority, which does part of it, the rest of it is 
handled by private utilities. 

We do not get any Federal money for any public power or private 

ower project in New York State. So we do not see why we in New 
York or for that matter, and again I am speaking for the other State 
chambers of commerce, don’t see why we should be asked to help pay 
for public power development in other States, especially where the 
case at least in our judgment has not been proven any more than this 
has for the Burns Creek project and rat! ah our earnest request to 
you that you reject Senate bill 281. 

My statement includes a list of the State chambers of commerce 
that are in accord with the position I have taken. 

(The list referred to follows :) 





The member State and regional chambers of commerce in the Council of State 
Chambers of Commerce which have endorsed this statement are: 


Alabama State Chamber of Commerce Ohio Chamber of Commerce 
Arkansas State Chamber of Commerce State of Oklahoma Chamber of Com- 


Colorado State Chamber of Commerce merce 

Connecticut Chamber of Commerce Pennsylvania State Chamber of Com- 

Delaware State Chamber of Commerce merce 

Florida State Chamber of Commerce South Carolina State Chamber of Com- 

Georgia State Chamber of Commerce merce 

Idaho State Chamber of Commerce Greater South Dakota Association 

Indiana State Chamber of Commerce Bast Texas Chamber of Commerce 

‘Kansas State Chamber of Commerce South Texas Chamber of Commerce 

Kentucky Chamber of Commerce West Texas Chamber of Commerce 

Maine State Chamber of Commerce Lower Rio Grande Valley Chamber of 

Missouri State Chamber of Commerce Commerce (Texas) 

Montana Chamber of Commerce Virginia State Chamber of Commerce 

New Jersey State Chamber of Com- West Virginia Chamber of Commerce 
merce Wisconsin State Chamber of Commerce 


Empire State Chamber of Commerce 
(New York) 


In addition to the above, the Salt Lake City, Utah, Chamber of Commerce has 
endorsed this statement. 
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Mr. Gray. I might say we also have the support of the Salt Lake 
City, Utah, Chamber of Commerce on this particular issue, since there 
is no State chamber. 

Mr. Rocrrs. Is the Idaho State Chamber on your list? 

Mr. Gray. Yes, the Idaho State Chamber is opposed to this project 
and authorized us to testify. 

Mr. Rogers. You made a statement that there is no Federal] 
assistance of any kind in New York insofar as power is concerned. Do 
I understand the Niagara project is all a State-financed project with 
no Federal help directly or indirectly ? 

Mr. Gray. Of course, the seaway is a Federal project, but as far 
as the Niagara power part of that is concerned, that is a New York 
State Power Authority project. 

Mr. Rocers. And none of the Federal investments float over into 
the State? 

Mr. Gray. No, sir. 

Mr. Rocrrs. Indirectly ? 

Mr. Gray. No, sir. 

The relationship would be most remote. 

Mr. Rogers. Mrs. Pfost ? 

Mrs. Prost. No questions. 

Mr. Rocrrs. Mr. Saylor? 

Mr. Saytor. Mr. Moses is the chairman of your New York State 
Authority ? 

Mr. Gray. Yes, Mr. Moses is our chairman; that is correct. 

Mr. Rocers. Mr. Ullman, do you have a question ? 

Mr. Utitman. I have a question. 

Do you prefer that I ask it now? 

Mr. Rogers. I expect it would be better now. 

Mr. Uttmayn. Very briefly. You mentioned and made quite a point 
of the cost of money and I just wondered whether you were aware of 
the fact the last official expression of Congress on the interest rate 
problem was contained in the Water Supply Act of 1958. That act 
provides a formula for determining the interest rate based upon the 
existing cost of money and the formula currently is producing a rate of 
about 2.7 percent as being the cost of money to the United States 
today. I just wondered whether you were aware of that; you did not 
seem to be in view of your testimony. 

Mr. Gray. I am not aware of that particular act, Mr. Ullman, but, 
of course, I would comment that is hardly the cost of money to the 
Federal Government at the present time. 

However, if we get into this I can see where we will get off into 
quite 

Mr. Utiman. This is the cost of money, though, according to the 
formula that has been established. If you are talking about going 
out and floating bonds—— 

Mr. Gray. That is what I am talking about. 

Mr. Uttman. I am talking about the average cost of money on the 
national debt today and it is 2.7 percent. This is under the latest 
formula we have worked out here in Congress to stay up to date on 
the average cost of money, 

Mr. Gray. I can understand from what you say about that formula 
but, of course, my reasoning is based upon what it would cost if you 
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had to go out and float a bond issue. I believe the last Federal short- 
term issue is somewhere around 5 percent. 

Mr. Uutiman. I had a little discussion with my friend from Penn- 
sylvania on interest rates yesterday, and we are not going to repeat it 
today. Ithink you know my position. 

Mr. Gray. I doand I think you know ours. 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Saund, do you have any questions ? 

Mr. Saunp. No questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rogers. Thank you very much. 

Without objection, there will be inserted in the record at this point a 
telegram from the Idaho Power Co. reiterating its opposition to this 
project, and a letter from the W yoming } Mining | Association in opposi- 
tion to the project. 

(The statements referred to follow :) 

Bolse, Inpano, February 16, 1960. 
Hon. WALTER ROGERS, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C.: 
Retel our position remains same as outlined our statement August 26, 1958. 


T. E. Roacng, 
President, Idaho Power Co. 


WYOMING MINING ASSOCIATION, 
Riverton, Wyo., February 9, 1960. 
Hon. WALTER ROGERS, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN Rocers: We are informed that your subcommittee will hold 
a hearing on February 15 and 16, for those who wish to make statements concern- 
ing the proposed Burns Creek power project on the Snake River in Idaho, as 
contained in S. 281. It will not be possible for us to attend this hearing, and 
we, therefore, respectfully request that this letter be made a part of the record 
of your hearing. We are reaffirming the position which we outlined in our letter 
to you on August 22, 1959. 

The Wyoming Mining Association is interested in the utilization of our mineral 
resources to aid in the industrial development of the West. Wyoming has vast 
reserves Of subbituminous coal and can provide low-cost energy. Its most effi- 
cient use is in the generation of electric power near a mine. Our power com- 
panies have been endeavoring to construct large, modern, and efficient generation 
plants near these large reserves of coal. Such plants can serve as a market for 
very Substantial tonnages of coal each year. In addition, our power companies 
have a very direct interest in attracting other industries into their service areas 
and thus provide very definite assistance in the efforts to secure industrial 
growth and development. For these reasons, our mining association is concerned 
with any proposed legislation which will adversely affect the development of an 
efficient power industry. 

We strongly oppose the proposed Burns Creek power project and urge that 
your subcommittee does not report in favor of its approval. Our objections are 
listed as follows: 

1. The construction of the Burns Creek power project will require the ex- 
penditure of Government money. We contend that this is an unnecessary ex- 
penditure. The needed powerplants can be constructed with private funds under 
our free enterprise system. It would be better for the U.S. Government to use 
the $50 million for national defense, the reduction of the national debts or a 
reduction in taxes. 

Ample quantities of power can be provided for the area by the power 
companies now serving the area. These power companies will expand their 
generating plants as needs develop. 

3. The construction of the Burns Creek power project will place the U.S. Govern- 
ment in direct competition with the power companies which can provide the 
service to that area. 
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4. This project will adversely affect the economy of Wyoming. It is estimated 
em it will mean the loss of a market for 250,000 tons of coal annually in this 

ate. 

5. The proposed project will result in a reduction in job opportunity for coal 
miners residing in the area. 

6. The Palisades Dam was constructed to store water for irrigation. The 
power produced was incidental and was made available to users in the area 
The Burns Creek proposal is to provide additional power. The Bureau of Recla. 
mation admits that it is strictly a power project. We do not agree that it is 
a responsibility of the Government to meet additional power needs when such 
needs can be supplied otherwise. This is not a proper function of the Bureay 
of Reclamation. 

7. We are opposed to the furnishing of additional subsidized power to cities 
and towns. Such sales may be justified where surplus power is incidental to q 
reclamation project but we do not agree that we should be taxed to furnish 
additional power to cities and to industries that are our competitors. 

8. No assurance is given that there will not be a request at a later date for a 
reregulation dam below the proposed Burns Creek Dam. The argument has been 
used that a reregulation dam is needed below the Palisades Dam in the Burns 
Creek proposal. We suggest that the Burns Creek project should be limited to 
a reregulation dam. 

Our conviction is that the best interest of the Nation will be served if the 
investor-owned, taxpaying power companies are given an opportunity to develop 
large, economic utilities. The constant cutting down of their potential market 
by Government competition, retards their growth and makes it more difficult 
for them to effect the economies which result from large powerplants. 

Your consideration of the views which we have presented above, will be 
appreciated. 

Respectfully submitted. 

WYOMING MINING ASSOCIATION, 
R. W. BeAMeER, Executive Secretary. 


Mr. Rocers. The statement of Mr. William Jackman, who had to 
leave, has been handed to the chairman, and without objection, it will 
be included in the record at this point. 

(Statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF INVESTORS LEAGUE, INC. 


My name is William Jackman. I am president of Investors League, Inc., New 
York. The Investors League is a nonprofit, nonpartisan, voluntary membership 
organization of individual investors, small and large, residing in every State of 
the Union. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, on behalf of our thousands 
of investor members I wish to thank you for the privilege of presenting the view- 
point of American investors on §. 281, a bill by Senators Henry Dworshak and 
Frank Church, of Idaho, and H.R. 1235, a bill by Congressman Hamer H. Budge, 
of Idaho, “to authorize the Secretary of the Interior to construct, operate, and 
maintain a reregulating reservoir and other works at the Burns Creek site in the 
upper Snake River Valley, Idaho, and for other purposes.” 

We strongly urge the committee not to recommend this proposed legislation. 

The description of the purpose of the bills as stated above is deceptive in 
character by failing to state frankly that the project is designed primarily as a 
Government-owned hydroelectric power project. 

A vast majority of the taxpayers of the United States are totally unfamiliar 
with the purposes and probable effects of this legislation. 

Testimony before the Senate in the first session of this Congress, brings into 
sharp focus the following points which should be brought to the attention of all 
of our voting citizens for their information and approval before any final action 
is taken by their elected representatives in Congress: 

(1) The project would cost about $50 million of which 98 percent would be 
charged to power and less than 2 percent to irrigation. There is no actual or 
foreseeable power shortage in this area. It is well served by two large taxpaying, 
investor-owned power companies operating under State supervision. 
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(2) There is no proven need of the project for irrigation purposes. The 
Bureau of Reclamation estimates the 100,000 acre-feet of storage in Burns Creek 
would be used only two or three times in 50 years. No water would be used 
on present land; the project would not enable 1 acre of new land to be brought 
under cultivation. 

(3) This project would cost the Federal Government $40 million of lost 
taxes that would otherwise be paid by private utility companies. Total annual 
revenue of the project estimated at $1,125,000 would be $311,000 short of meet- 
ing annual interest payments of $1,436,000. 

(4) The alleged need of this project for “reregulation” has never been proven. 
Bven if it were, a true reregulation project could be provided for around $9 
million, or over $40 million less than the project contemplated. 

The substantiation of the above comments have been made fully available 
to this committee in documented form by qualified experts in and outside of 
Government. 

Why, then, at a time when the Nation needs new sources of tax money, at a time 
when our very solvency is being strained by the vast and necessary costs of 
national defense, why, at such a time, gentlemen, should Congress vote to 
unnecessarily squander $100 millions or more of the taxpayer’s money? 

A recent study shows that the revenue loss to the Federal Government re- 
suiting from the tax exemption of socialist government power projects for the 
17-year period, 1942 through 1958, amounted to $2,700 million. 

Projection of similar tax yield for the next 17 years, assuming the taxpaying 
companies were to carry on the electric power, business for that period estimated 
in respect of the present tax-exempt organizations, shows that $11,500 million 
would flow to the Federal ‘Treasury which it will not receive under the present 
tax-exempt status of the Government-controlled or financed power enterprises. 

The $50 million Burns Creek project, small as it may seem in a world in which 
we talk of billions, can set a precedent that will spread socialized Federal owner- 
ship of American industry like a poisonous weed. The end result? Nothing 
other than gradual loss of our human freedoms. 

The valid charge has been made over and over again that there are powerful 
forces within this Nation, encouraged by the deceitful masters of the Kremlin 
who, wittingly or unwittingly, would weaken or destroy our entire economic and 
social order in favor of a bureaucratic Socialist welfare state. To accomplish 
this purpose most effectively, they would first socialize our basic energy resource 
industries. If we do not want this to happen, we must be constantly on the 
alert. 

Speaking last week in New York before an important national religious group, 
our dedicated elder statesman, the Honorable Herbert Hoover, stated that “the 
spread of the Karl Marx virus” is one of the major crises haunting this country. 

“The real meaning and purpose of socialism,” said Mr. Hoover, “is the govern- 
mental operation of all commerce and industry and the reduction of life to pure 
materialism.” 

“This infection creeps through our Nation by deluded and misled men and by 
disguised organizations, fronts, and cults. These agents of infection are like 
hermit crabs which crawl into such terms as ‘liberal,’ ‘progressive,’ ‘public elec- 
tric power’ (I repeat, gentlemen, ‘public electric power’), ‘managed economy,’ 
‘the welfare state,’ and a half-dozen others.” 

I submit, gentlemen, that the true interests of our free people would best 
be served by getting the Federal Government completely out of the electric power 
business. Otherwise, we are but feeding a bureaucratic monster who would help 
destroy the very ideals upon which this free Nation was founded. 


(Whereupon, at 12:05 p.m., the committee was suspended to recon- 
vene at 1:30 p.m., the same day.) 


AFTERNOON SESSION 


Mr, Rogers. The Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation will 
come to order for further consideration of pending business. 

Is Judge Baum here ? 

Mr. Baum. Yes, sir. 


51710—-60——21 
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Mr. Rocers. Judge, I imagine there are going to be some questions 
for you. Will you be able to answer them as we go along? 

Mr. Baum. At your convenience, I will be here. 

Mr. Rocers. Thank you very much, it is very kind. 

We will proceed with the next witness and when the other members 
of the subcommittee come back we can call you back for questions. 

Mr. Kackley, Mr. Smith, Mr. Hogan, and Mr. Sanborn. How wil] 
you testify ? 

Mr. Kacktey. Mr. Smith and myself will testify together. 

Mr. Rogers. Thank you. You may come forward. 


STATEMENT OF EVAN M. KACKLEY, BOISE, IDAHO, AND J. C. SMITH, 
GRAYS LAKE SETTLERS, WAYAN, IDAHO 


Mr. Kacxirey. Gentlemen, my name is Evan M. Kackley, and my 
residence is Wayan, Idaho, and Boise, Idaho. I have had landhold- 
ings in the Wayan, Idaho, area for many years. I am very much 
interested in reclamation and irrigation projects. I wish to express 
appreciation for permission to appear before you. 

I represent a number of people with interests in the Wayan, Idaho, 
area. In the beginning we approved the Burns Creek project as a 
reclamation project. We are now concerned as to the effect of this 
bill on the livestock industry in my area. 

The Palisades project as approved 10 years ago contemplated the 
exchange of 55,000 acre-feet of Palisades water to permit holding 
back waters in Grays Lake for fish and wildlife refuge. This plan 
was never carried out. 

If I may call your attention to the location map on here you see 
the Palisades Reservoir site. Approximately 35 to 40 miles south 
and west of there is known as the Grays Lake Reservoir. This is 
unfortunately mislabeled. This is Grays Lake. 

The normal outlet of that lake is Grays Lake outlet or Willow 
Creek. Approximately 1920—to the south of the Grays Lake Reser- 
voir is a marking called Clarks Cut. This was opened up at that 
time. These waters were drained down into Black Foot Reservoir 
which is a Federal project of many years standing. At that time, 
when the Clarks Cut was made, the waters were taken into the Fort 
Hall Indian Reservation. 

If you will look here a little to the west is Fort Hall. In the 
original Palisades bill there was a clause in the second supplemental 
report relative to this 55,000 acre-feet that was subject to later con- 
firmation by congressional action. 

At that time, in a contemplated plan as contained in the supple- 
mental plan for Palisades the water was to come down for this 55,000 
acre-feet, was to be brought down the Snake River and if you will 
follow the Snake River down past the contemplated Burns Creek 
Reservoir, at present and come across the lake into Idaho Falls, at 
that time the water was to be diverted from the Snake River to the 
Idaho Canal and this water was to be used in exchange for the runoff 
in Grays Lake. 

In the original plans, at that time, they were going to close the 
natural outlet at Grays Lake which runs north and also close Clarks 
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Cut. As I stated, authorization was not carried out on the Palisades 
roject for this. 
Qur interpretation of the powers of the Secretary of the Interior 

in fish and wildlife programs in S. 281 have been stated by Attorney 

QO. R. Baum. ' 

On September 1, 1959, Mr. Ross Leonard, director of the fish and 
game department in Idaho, stated to me that his organization “hoped” 
to get waters from Burns Creek for a bird refuge at Grays Lake. 
Much recent activity has been manifest in Idaho to do this. 

Mr. Smith, my compatriot here, will follow on that point. 

Burns Creek waters, as Judge Baum has pointed out, are proposed 
as substitute waters for Fort Hell Indian rights in Grays Lake. The 
Indian rights from Grays Lake amount to an average of 18,750 acre- 
feet of water a year. Should the fish and game department’s plan 
be carried out, the outlet of Grays Lake would be closed and many 
thousands of acres of land flooded and withdrawn from production 
also. 

Were 55,000 acre-feet of Burns Creek water used to replace Grays 
Lake water as now talked of in Idaho (the amount originally planned 
for bird refuge in the Palisades project) only 45,000 acre-feet of the 
100,000 of irrigation storage space in Burns Creek would remain for 
irrigation. 

With the loss of this effective amount of storage and the loss of the 
thousands of acres flooded at Grays Lake and withdrawn from produc- 
tion, plus loss of land inundated by the Burns Creek Reservoir itself, 
the Burns Creek project would result in a net loss to reclamation in 
Idaho and to the Nation that has accepted reclamation as a precept 
to development of the West. 

The loss of productive land on Grays Lake would amount to some 
18,000 acres. Lands flooded by Burns Creek Reservoir would encom- 
pass 1,400 cultivated acres and 2,800 acres of pasture and hillside graz- 
ig. Not one new acre of land would be brought under cultivation 
by the Burns Creek project by gravity irrigation. 

Plans of the Fish and Wildlife Service also contemplate expropria- 
tion from the settlers of streams feeding Grays Lake, thereby removing 
approximately 1,000 acres more from production on Grays Lake. 

The Palisades Reservoir has a dead storage space of 200,000 acre-feet 
in a total capacity of 1,400,000. The Burns Creek project has a 
dead storage of 117,000 acre-feet in a reservoir of only 234,000. The 
ratio of dead storage to total at Palisades is 1 to 7; in the Burns Creek 
project it is 1 to 2. This will result in a fine lake for recreation and 
wildlife, but very little for supplemental water for crops. 

Therefore, in view of the opinion of the Department of Interior, 
expressed by its Under Secretary, Mr. Elmer Bennett, to me under 
date of February 8, 1960, a copy of which is attached hereto, it is 
respectfully urged that the amendment proposed by Judge O. R. Baum 
and others appearing before this committee be inserted to limit fish 
and wildlife conservation measures to the immediate region of the 
impounded waters back of Burns Creek Dam, and lands immediately 
contiguous thereto. 

(Documents referred to follow:) 
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
Washington, D.C., February 8, 1960. 
Dr. EvAN M. KACKLEY, 
Boise, Idaho. 


DeaR Dr. Kacktey: This is in reply to your letters of December 19, 1959, to 
this Office and the Commissioner of Reclamation, enclosing a copy of your letter 
of the same date to Mr. Paul Quick, Chief of the Division of Wildlife of the 
Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife. It is also responsive to your letter of 
January 29 to the Secretary. 

We are impressed by the thoroughness of your analysis of the Grays Lake 
problem. 

However, we hasten to assure you that, in our view, neither the Secretary 
of the Interior nor any other administrative officer is authorized to establish 
wildlife refuge area at Grays Lake in the absence of an act of Congress. Section 
1 of the act of September 30, 1950, authorizing the Palisades Dam and Reser. 
voir project, which you have quoted, specifically prescribes this requirement for 
prior congressional approval. In our view, this requirement has not been altered 
or modified by any subsequent legislation. 

It is true that this Department recommended provision for fish and wildlife 
facilities to be incorporated in the authorization for the Burns Creek project, 
However, the facilities contemplated do not include the development of the 
Grays Lake wildlife area. Rather they contemplate certain measures in the 
immediate vicinity of the Burns Creek Reservoir which are closely related to 
that project. 

The first sentence of section 2(b) of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act 
does not confer any new authority on any administrative officer to authorize 
any project facility. It simply states, among other things, that reports of the 
Secretary of the Interior and of the State fish and game agency on the wildlife 
aspects of water resource projects must be made an integral part of any report 
submitted to any agency already having the authority under other laws to 
authorize or modify such projects. 

Also, we invite your attention to section 2(f) of the Fish and Wildlife Co. 
ordination Act. This section provides for a description of fish and wildlife facil- 
ities to be incorporated in any report on a proposed project submitted to the 
Congress for authorization. The Burns Creek project is in this category. It is 
not conceivable that the Grays Lake wildlife facility could be developed as part 
of Burns Creek without a full discussion of the proposal in connection with con- 
sideration by the Congress of the Burns Creek authorization. As previously in- 
dicated, we have no intention of attempting to develop the Grays Lake wildlife 
facility in connection with any authorization for Burns Creek. 

This Department remains of the opinion that the Grays Lake area would pro- 
vide an excellent and much-needed waterfowl facility. We hope that, at some 
future time, an acceptable proposal for the development of the area can be 
worked out with local interests and approved by act of Congress. 

For the present, we are glad to reassure you that, in our opinion, neither the 
Secretary of the Interior nor any other administrative officer of the Federal 
Government is now authorized to develop this wildlife management area with- 
out approval by a specific act of Congress, and also that there is no possibility 
of such authorization being derived from the present proposal for congressional 
approval of the Burns Creek project. 

Sincerely yours, 
EvMeErR F’, BENNETT, 
Under Secretary of the Interior. 





_ 
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Following May 1953 meeting in Soda Springs, Idaho, between the 
Federal Fish and Wildlife Service and settlers of Grays Lake and 
others with interests there, a permanent committee was formed to 
represent Grays Lake. 

At a meeting in December 1955, with the Federal Fish and Wildlife 
Service, represented by Mr. Paul Quick, an agreement on an accept- 
able plan for improving the bird habitat was reached, which agreement 
is recorded in the recor rds of Caribou C ounty, Idaho. The pl: un con- 
templated a development that would not interfere with our livestock 
and other operations. 

The agreement further provided that Federal Fish and Wildlife 
Service would first discuss any contemplated plans for dev elopment of 
Grays Lake as a refuge with the Grays Lake permanent committee. 
The Fish and W ildlife Service has ac ‘knowledged this agreement by 
their actions on two occasions. 

The various actions of our permanent committee are set forth in a 
letter of December 19, 1959, from Dr. Evan M. Kackley to Paul Quick, 
chief of refuges, F ish and Game Department of Idaho, we obtained 
additional information on the plans to use Burns Creek water to flood 
Grays Lake. 

This was again brought out at the State fish and wildlife federation 

meeting in January of this year, also attended by various members of 
the Idaho State Fish and Game Department. 

Mr. Kackxtey. That is my statement, Mr. Chairman; if it is con- 
venient with you, perhaps before questions, would it be all right for 
Mr. Smith to proceed to add to this? 

Mr. Rogers. Do you havea statement, Mr. Smith? 

Mr. Smiru. Yes,I do. It is very short. 

Mr. Rocers. You may proceed. 

Mr. Smitru. Ge ntlemen, my name is J. C. Smith, and I am a resident 
of Wayan, Idaho. I represent the Grays Lake settlers, and am also a 
member of the permanent Grays Lake committee. 

The community is a rural one. Our elevation is approximately 
5,000 feet. Our crops are hay, a small amount of grain, and our 
income is from livestock operations. Each individual ranch is small, 
of family size. 

Our livestock operations are dependent on the hay raised in the area 
for the winter feeding and local spring and fall pastures. 

When it was proposed during plans for the Palisades project to 
create a bird refuge at Grays Lake by impounding the outlet of Grays 
Lake through C larks Cut, the citizens of Grays Lake were 100 percent 
opposed to “the refuge (as evidenced by petition—copy of which is 
attached), which w ould have completely annihilated the vast major- 
ity of local livestock operations and seriously interfered with the 
Gentile Valley Grazing Association and others. 

Dr. Kackley’s letter of December 19, 1959, to Mr. Quick completely 
outlined the problem. He questioned the fish and wildlife provisions 
of the Burns Creek bill and requested an explanation. Not a satis- 
factory explanation has been received. 

Several reputable lawyers in Idaho have briefed the question of 
the powers of Senate bill 281 to create a refuge by taking storage 
from Burns Creek to replace the waters of Grays Lake and are the 
wanimous opinion that the Department of Interior has such power. 
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There are many valid reasons that this departmental power in S, 281 
to create a refuge on Grays Lake which would completely distort the 
feasibility of the Burns Creek project, should be curtailed. 

Idaho is second to Alaska in acreage under contro] of the National 
Forest Department. Undoubtedly, already under the control of the 
Federal Government there are areas in Idaho that could be developed 
for refuges without hurting private operations. } 

Plans for a Grays Lake refuge development contained in the Pali- 
sades project, and as learned through talks with the Fish and Wildlife 
Service, lands of Grays Lake that would be removed from production 
break down as follows: 


Acres 

Loss -of highly productive private Tants.... 5444. 0neonep ane n nnn ne J. 13, 179 
Loss of lands belonging to the Bannock-Shoshone Indian Tribe________ 4, 620 
SID ans isc i an ge hese el Rd ater Oadach shane gid 17, 799 


Also, in the refuge project were plans to appropriate settlers’ irri- 
gation water rights from the creeks that flow into Grays Lake. Con- 
servative this would remove another 1,000 acres from production, mak- 
ing a total loss of 18,890 acres. 

The entire valley of Grays Lake, to all intents and purposes would 
be rendered nonproductive, causing a dislocation of all of its settlers 
and of the vast livestock industry that is dependent upon Grays Lake. 

In view of the availability in Idaho of other lands for refuges al- 
ready within the public domain; in view of the defeat of the reclama- 
tion features of Burns Creek which would result by withdrawing so 
many productive acres of Grays Lake—several times more than could 
be reclaimed by the remaining amount of water in Burns Creek for ir- 
rigation; and in view of the agreement entered into by the Fish and 
Wildlife Service with the settlers and people with interests around 
Grays Lake, it is strongly urged that the powers of the Secretary of 
Interior pertaining to fish and wildlife propagation be limited to con- 
servation measures to the impounded waters only of the Burns Creek 
Reservoir itself and immediately contiguous lands. 

(Discussion off the record. ) 

Mr. Rocers. Mr. Smith, you want the exhibit to be attached to 
your statement ? 

Mr. Smirn. Yes. 

(Document referred to follows :) 

NOVEMBER 9, 1955. 


We, the undersigned, residents and landowners of the Grays Lake area, after 
2 years of careful consideration and study of the management and the methods 
used to acquire wildlife management areas by the Fish and Wildlife Service, 
believe a refuge would be detrimental to the development and economy of the 
valley. We, therefore, do hereby oppose the establishment of a wildlife refuge 
at Grays Lake. 

We also recommend the withdrawal of any legislation intended to extend 
the time that the 55,000 acre-feet of storage space in the Palisades Reservoir 
will be available for replacement of Grays Lake water. 

J.C. Smith, Desmond Call, Ruth Stoor, Max B. Weaver, Lilo Weaver, 
Dan Morgan, Ida Morgan, Osear Vias, Verda Vias, Lyle C. Bur- 
ton, Benda G. Burton, Frances Roy, C. L. Roy, Mae Branford, 
Roy Vias, Alfred Vias, David A. Coombs, LaRue Coombs, Delbert 
Tingey G. W. Somsen, Robert W. Stoor, Lewis E. Stoor, Keith 
Tingey, Rex Layland, Frank Stoor, Colleen Layland, Emil 
Stoor, John Soderman, Vernon Soderman, C. H. Thomas, Robert 
Somsen, Gerald Jensen, Farrell Stoor, Earl L. Somsen, Ree Som- 
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sen, Hugh A. Swain, Wilda Vias, Thomas Baker, Lois Baker, 
Vera D. Smith, Leith R. Somsen, Roy O. Stoor, Reid C. Hum- 
phreys, Bernard Lindstrom, Rhoda Sibbett, Ewart Muir, Chas. 
H. Tingey, Mrs. Clyde Weaver, Ernest Lombard, Robert H. 
Carlins, Fred Brenzinger, Pheroby Brenzinger, Russell Sibbett, 
Cecil Sibbett, Cannon Tingey, Albin Lindstrom, Jr., Glade Sib- 
bett, John Muir, Inez Muir, Vera Sibbett, Eliza Lei Sibbett, 
Earl Sibbet, Roscoe Sibbett, J. B. Muir, Evan M. Kackley, F. W. 
Harris, Berdean Harris, Denton Harris, Litha Pond, Wacon 
Hogan, Alma Pond, Grover Hogan, Charles Harris, Loren Hogan, 
Dean Hogan, Amy Elsmore, Leo Anderson. 


GENTILE VALLEY LAND AND CATTLE Co., 
By Grover C. Hogan. 

Mr. Rogers. And Dr. Kackley, you want the letter from Mr. Ben- 
nett to be included and the two maps? 

Mr. Kacktey. Yes, sir. 

(The letters and maps appear on pp. 320,521, 322.) 

Mr. Rogers. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

The Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from Idaho. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

First, I would like to compliment the gentlemen for their very fine 
and constructive statements. Particularly Dr. Kackley, I have had 
former acquaintance with the type of work you have done in the con- 
servation field. I realize that you are here in good faith and would be 
interested particularly in a wildlife habitat or refuge being placed 
anywhere in our State if it did not infringe upon anybody else’s prop- 
erty. Isthat not true? 

Mr. Kacktry. I believe that is true, generally. 

Mrs. Prost. In other words, you are a conservationist at heart and 
have further various types of legislation and measures that would 
continue to expand in that field, I believe. 

One thing I should like to call the committee’s special attention 
to regarding the exhibit Dr. Kackley has attached to his statement, 
and I shall read just about three or four sentences. On page 1, sec- 
ond paragraph, this is the letter of Elmer Bennett, Under Secretary 
of the Interior : 

However, we hasten to assure you that in our view neither the Secretary of 


the Interior nor any other administrative officer is authorized to establish a 
wildlife refuge at Grays Lake in the absence of an act of Congress. 


And then the last two paragraphs state: 


This Department remains of the opinion that the Grays Lake area would 
provide an excellent and much needed waterfowl facility. We hope that at 
some future time, an acceptable proposal for the development of the area can be 
worked out with local interests and approved by an act of Congress. For the 
present, we are glad to reassure you that in our opinion neither the Secretary 
of the Interior nor any other administrative officer of the Federal Government 
were now authorized to develop this wildlife management area without approval 
by a specific act of Congress and also that there is no possibility of such author- 
ity being derived from the Senate proposal for congressional approval of the 
Burns Creek project. 


_I personally feel that is the opinion of the Department but I should 
like to say, and assure the gentleman at the witness stand, that if there 
is a loophole in the legislation that will not cause the Burns Creek and 
the Palisades to stand upon their own, and if it does infringe upon the 
Grays Lake area, certainly I would not favor the legislation being, 
shall I say, being integrated with the Grays Lake impoundment to the 
extent that it would flood land over there. 
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That is not my understanding of the legislation. But if it is neces- 
sary to amend or write in the report or what type of protection js 
necessary, I feel that you can depend upon the members of this com- 
mittee making sure that we do not infringe upon the area several] 
miles distant, which will flood your farms and cause you financial 
ruin, as I have interpreted your statement. I wanted you to know 
some of us feel that way about it. 

Mr. Kacktey. Of course, those words warm the cockles of our heart 
and coming from the lady from Idaho here. With your permission, 
I would like to go into the reason why we have been interested in con- 
crete proposals to guard against this and prevent this. 

In the first place, the group I have associated with, as you said 
knowing me in Idaho, and from anyone that lives in Idaho, we believe 
in reclamation because we have seen it change our desert into the 
flourishing acres on which we are dependent. 

We also know that both Burns Creek and Palisades are supple- 
mental water reservoirs to add to land already under production. 

In going back to perhaps our allergy or our conditioned reflex as 
to the fish and wildlife, it goes back to quite a few years ago in 1953. 

At that time, we did not know anything about the contemplated 
refuge which we may place at our own ignorance for not following 
the happenings in Washington. However, in 1953 we had this meet- 
ing at Soda Springs, Idaho. We had a very distinguished group of 
members from fish and wildlife who came out and sat at our table. 

At that time, we recorded their statement, which were well at- 
tended. We asked if they had any information on the amount of land 
that would be taken from us or on the flooding of the water. We 
were informed that that information was not available. 

A few moments later we got into our possession House Document 
702 of the 81st Congress, 2d session, the Palisades Dam and Reservoir 
project. When we turned over this we were quite dismayed to find 
a map in there of the lands that would be flooded. This information 
had been denied to us on direct questioning of men from Washington. 

Furthermore, we asked if they contemplated any condemnation 
suits. We were informed that was not the policy of the Department. 
It was brought out by attorney O. R. Baum at that time that our 
courts were loaded with condemnations from the Camas refuge which 
is only about 80 air-miles from us. 

Of course, we did not feel very good about after we found out. 
This went on quite a little while and Mr. Paul Quick now chief of 
refuge, and then connected with the Portland regional office, was 
designated under a letter to O. R. Baum to negotiate and work out 
plans with us. 

At that time, it was understood that no bill would be introduced to 
create a refuge without us knowing about it, any action taken. Un- 
fortunately—may I interpolate here that we feel that we should not 
be critical of public servants on here and we must deal with them as 
their offices are very large and their ramifications through channels 
to the top are difficult. We also know your public servants are not 
like you and have to stand election every 2 years, and some of them 
become very dedicated to one project. 

With that interpolation, I will go back to the story. 


| 
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This bill was introduced and it came to us on very close time that 
it was coming up. We wrote to the regional office and asked for 
an interpretation. It came back to us that the bill was just a con- 
tinuation and did not create the refuge. 

We also had a letter furnished from some department in Wash- 
ington that completely bore this out. At that time, O. R. Baum gave 
us an opinion that it created the refuge immediately. This was ‘sub- 
sequently confirmed by the Solicitor from the Department of the 
Interior. 

By great effort, the bill was withdrawn and that was when the 
water went back. 

Furthermore, following this we made this agreement with Mr. 
Quick that he was to consult with us and that certain things were to 
be carried out. 

Therefore, we set back when Burns Creek came up and did not 
take too much interest in wildlife rather than the reclamation fea- 
tures. When I talked to Mr. Ross Leonard at September 1, he made 
the statement—at that time I thought the agreement with the Fish 
and Wildlife Service was still valid. 

However, I must realize that under the Fish and Wildlife Co- 
ordination Act there must be approval from the State fish and wild- 
life service before Federal approval can go ahead. As Mr. Smith 
has pointed out, there were two members at. the Montpelier meeting 

of the fish and wildlife. They did not do anything to counteract this 
plan. When the statement was made in the State meeting they did 
nothing. ‘There were many members of the Fish and W ildlife Serv- 
ice there. They did nothing to counteract when the statement was 
made they were seeking and making progress to obtain 55,000 acre- 
feet of water from Burns Creek and Palisades to create the refuge 
on. 

Mr. Smith has made mention of the letter I wrote to Mr. Quick 
on December 19 of the past year asking for an opinion. Unfortunate- 
ly, until the last day I came back I ‘did not receive the letter. We 
wished to have a solicitor’s opinion. Representative Budge asked 
for information contained in the files and he referred back that the 
letter would be sent to me on this. 

At that time, may I quote that Mr. Quick wrote to one of Life’s 
liaison men between the Fish and Wildlife Federation that they 
did not contemplate a refuge on January 14 and there would be a 
man sent from the regional office to talk it over with them because 
we did not receive any of this direct information. 

I wish to call your attention to this in this letter from Mr. Ben- 
nett. I understand that Mr. Bennett is an attorney in his own 
right. We particularly asked for a solicitor’s opinion on this. There 
is nothing in here that would indicate that has been given deep 
study. 

Mr. Rocers. Would the gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs, Prosr. Yes. 

Mr. Rogers. Dr. Kackley, to sum it all up, the situation is, in 
accordance with Judge Baum’s very able opinion, that there is no 
affirmative limitation on the power of the Sec retary and, therefore, it 
isan open-ended situation that you folks fear. What you want done 
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is something specified and spelled out in this legislation to show that 
the Secretary would not be able to do that which he could do without 
the amendment. 

Mr. Kacxtry. That is the complete feeling and what we wish, 

I think that is brought out in Mr. Bennett’s letter. He makes the 
statement in the last paragraph, “For the present.” 

We don’t know what the future will be or the future plans. 

Mr. Rogers. What he is actually saying is we do not have any plans 
to do something, but he is not saying the position of the Department of 
the Interior is we do not have the right under the law. 

Mr. Kacxtey. That is the complete summation. 

Mrs. Prost. Dr. Kackley, in the event you can be assured that this 
Grays Lake situation will be taken care of, whether it be by amend- 
ment or by the report or whatever manner the committee sees fit to 
handle it, would you then be in favor of Burns Creek ? 

Mr. Kacxirey. We have always been in favor of the Burns Creek 
reclamation project, but I am afraid we would want it put in as an 
amendment to the bill to be completely safeguarded. We accept your 
integrity and the members of the committee, but time has a way of 
changing all of us. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you, Dr. Kackley. 

Mr. Smith, is that your opinion also? 

Mr. Smiru. That is my opinion. 

Mrs. Prosr. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Rocers. Mr. Saylor? 

Mr. Sartor. Dr. Kackley, I might say to you that I am glad we 
have some people like you out there in Idaho. I am glad that we 
have the gentlewoman from Idaho who says you are a conservationist. 
I saw you sitting in this room from Monday and I liked your ap- 
pearance and I love you now. 

Mr. Kacxzey. Thank you. 

Mr. Sartor. I know of no higher commendation than that through 
conservation. I appereciate the fact you found seme of these great 
people from the Bureaus that do not have to stand for public election 
every 2 years who have made statements that they will survive Con- 
gressmen who are opposed to them, do not let it worry you, we may 
not get the project while he is there, but they will be around. It isa 
good thing to have people like you and the judge out there looking 
over their shoulders and trying to find out what they are trying to 
shove down your throat. 

Frankly, unless you have some very dedicated people in your area 
you would not have picked up the Grays Lake business at all. 

In fact, it is very evident to me as late as September 15, 1959, when 
Mr. Leonard came out and talked to you there was a very definite 
attempt, without bringing it out on the surface, to have this water 
diverted to Gray Lake. Do you think that is correct? 

Mr. Smiru. Yes. 

Mr. Kacxury. Yes, sir; I think in the letter of transmittal looking 
back at it that it can be brought out from the national office—if you 
will read Mr. Aandahl’s statement on the Burns Creek project on 
roman numeral 5 I believe we can bring it out that it was a proposition 
also in Washington, D.C. ; 

With your permission, may I read that? This is on page 5 carried 
under the date of February 26, 1957. 
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Since completion of the Department’s proposed report a great deal of interest 
pas arisen in the provision for the facilities for the preservation and propagation 
of fish and wildlife in connection with the Burns Creek development the Bureau 
of Reclamation, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Idaho Fish and Game Depart- 
ment, and local groups are now conducting cooperative investigations to deter- 
mine what facilities would be proper. ; ee 

However, firm proposals or cost estimates are not available at this time. 

If you will refer further into this report there is no loss set aside 
in the costs for Fish and Wildlife Service, that they have suffered any 
joss in the feasibility of this project. 

Mr. Sartor. I think you have brought out something that. hereto- 
fore has not been touched on not in the last 3 days. 

First, that is if the Burns Creek project is built there is going to 
be 1,400 acres already under cultivation flooded, is that correct ? 

Mr. Smiru. I did not quite hear you, Mr. Saylor. 

Mr. Sartor. In your statement you state that if the Burns Creek 
reservoir is built 1,400 acres are going to be flooded that are already 
cultivated. 

Mr. Smiru. Yes, sir; that is in the Burns Creek project, set forth 
in there. 

Mr. Sartor. These are acres that are already irrigated ? 

Mr. Smirn. I donot know. That isthe Gannett Valley. I am not 
familiar with the area this covers in there. 

Mr. Sartor. In addition there are 2,800 acres of pasture and hill- 
side grazing. 

Mr. Smirn. Yes, sir; that is carried in the report. I am not famil- 
jar with that either. 

Mr. Sartor. In other words, that is 4,200 acres which is going to 
be taken out of production and cultivation if this reservoir is built. 

Mr. Smiru. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Sartor. Then you went on to say that, not one new acre of land 
isto be brought into cultivation by the Burns Creek project by gravity 
irritation—irrigation. [Laughter. ] 

I was probably correct in the first statement. 

Mr. Smirn. This was set forth as supplemental water. You do 
not bring raw lands in under supplemental irrigation. However, 
more acres are brought in by pumping. 

Mr. Saytor. Instead of a casaeating project, this becomes more 
and more a power project because it takes 1,400 acres of cultivated 
land and 2,800 acres of grazing land out of the project. This be- 
comes less and less a reclamation project. I would not ask you to 
comment on that. You have to get along with those people back there, 
I donot. 

Mr. Smith, I know in your statement you said you represent the 
Grays Lake settlers. Is that property owners? 

Mr. Smrru. That is property owners. 

Mr. Sartor. The connotation is such that you might be squatters 
rather than owners. The people that have signed these two last pages 
of your statement are property owners that would be affected unless 
there was a provision placed in this bill that there could not be a di- 
version of water from Burns Creek Reservoir to Grays Lake? 

Mr. Smiru. That is right. 

Mr. Sartor. I am interested in noting that one of you two gentle- 
men stated if this water was diverted from Burns Creek the present 
outlet would be cut off. How would that be done? 
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Mr. Smrru. In their plans of flooding Grays Lake it is a simple 
matter to close off the natural—there are two outlets, a manmade out- 
let and natural outlet—it is a simple matter of closing those off with a 
bulldozer and retaining all the water in Grays Lake. 

Mr. Sartor. In other words, the location on the map that is marked 
“Clarks cut” would be closed, is that correct ? 

Mr. Smiru. That is right. 

Mr. Sartor. I think one of you gentlemen stated there was a nat- 
ural outlet that is marked “Grays Lake outlet” and that too could be 
closed, is that correct ? 

Mr. Soir. Very easily. 

Mr. Sartor. With those two being closed, it would be very easy to 
inundate better than 18,000 acres of land which is now under cultiva- 
tion in the area of Grays Lake, is that correct ? 

Mr. Smiru. It would inundate most of the land, but land that was 
above the water would be needed for a testing area and would be 
confiscated. 

Mr. Sartor. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Ullman? 

Mr. Uttman. Just this Dr, Kackley. 

If your Grays Lake amendment is added to the legislation, then it 
has your unqualified endorsement ? 

Mr. Kacxiry. Any reclamation project in Idaho has all of our 
unqualified endorsement. 

Mr. Utiman. But this specific one has your unqualified endorse- 
ment if this amendment is made? 

Mr. Kacxtey. Yes, we officially endorse it. 

Mr. Utitman. That is true of you also, Mr. Smith? 

Mr. Suir. That is true. 

Mr. Rocers. Are there other questions? 

Thank you very much, gentlemen, for your contribution. 

Mr. Kackiry. Thank you. 

Mr. Suiru. Thank you. 

Mr. Rocrrs. Do any of the committee members have any questions 
they want to ask of Judge Baum ? 

efore we recognize Mr. Hogan and Mr. Sanborn, I have one ques- 
tion in regard to this proposed amendment. 

As I understand it, you have not had any communication from the 
Department of the Interior on this suggested amendment. 





STATEMENT OF 0. R. BAUM, GRAYS LAKE COMMITTEE, POCATELLO, 
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Mr. Baum. I have not. I was only employed quite recently to look 
into this bill and we did not have time, after arriving here, to confer 
with anyone of the Department. 

Mr. Rogers. Let me ask you about the last words. It says, “be 
limited to the area of the reservoir and contiguous and adjacent lands.” 

Could you give us an idea of just what that would cover, what you 
have reference to there? 

Mr. Baum. What I have reference to is hard to explain unless one 
has visited the Burns Creek area which I have. That is quite a fishing 
stream. When I saw the immediate area, I mean the dam and above. 
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You will notice that this bill 281, and it has a peculiar phraseology in 
it which I cannot understand, it talks about in (d) on page 5, “during 
times when releases for other purposes are less than 1,000 cubic feet 
per second release of that amount from Burns Creek shall neverthe- 
less be maintained for the benefit of downstream fish life, but this re- 
lease may be reduced for temporary periods.” 

There is always water in the Snake River at that point. We know 
that. For years prior to my going as a member of the judiciary, I 
represented | a number of canal companies that had water out of Jack- 
son Lake. ‘There is always water in the Snake River there. I en- 
countered, since coming here, the thought that is for putting in fish 
screens, and so forth, dow nstream. Under Senate 281 there will be no 
new canals built so the head works are still ther e, the diversion works 
are still there. 

I do not know what that means. So, answering your question, di- 
rectly, this seems to have a multiple purpose, this bill, and I suppose 
that was put in for a purpose. But being the same headgates that 
will be used and would not be diverted, except if they use Grays Lake 
water for a refuge and take Burns Creek water then the identical canal 
which would water the Indian project would have to have a new diver- 
sion works, a new right-of-way, new bridges, and so forth, and as I 
understand, at great cost. 

Getting down to answer your question, what I mean by those words 
is this: that area where Burns Creek i is, of course, is somewhat in the 
canyon, and so forth. There will be an area around there, probably 
below where the powerplant is to be, made into parks, and so forth 
maybe, and above will be an area and then a little tributary stream 
that will be in an area. So when you use the words “Burns Creek 
Reservoir and adjacent and immediate or contiguous territory” I 
mean all of those little flat areas that are always incidental to a dam 
where the creeks come in and the backwater, so to speak. Does that 
answer your question ¢ 

Mr. Rocrrs. Yes, sir; thank you very much. 

Are there any other questions ? 

Mr. Sartor. Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Saylor. 


Mr. Sartor. Let me ask you, in view of the fact you are familiar 
with this stream for many years, what releases should be made at all 
times below the dam if this dam is built? 

Mr. Baum. Not being an engineer—but you must bear in mind that 
this river has the Jackson Lake, which is water constantly. It is a 
normal flow and there is a storage flow. It has Palisades, then would 
have Burns Creek. So you will alw: ays find the Twin Falls area has 
some normal flow. The Aberdeen-Springfield area out of Blackfoot 
and west of American Falls has normal flow, and all the canals up 
and down the stream has normal flow, and now they have supple- 
mented with storage flow. 

For example, people above American Falls Dam have water or 
storage rights in American Falls in exchange for these upper rights 
during the summer. It is an annual exch: ange. So there will be al- 
ways water downstream. ‘That isthe reason I say I cannot understand 
the phrase of that bill, except as it was expl: ained to me that the Fish 
and Wildlife Service thought they only wanted to put in some new 
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screens in these old canals. Those canals have been there—Snake 
River was decreed in 1909, 1910, and 1911. Way back in 1915, 1916, 
and 1918, we had a lot of litigation about the stored water in Jackson 
Lake and about the trading and exchanging and losses. 

You always have transpiration losses, and then you have the return 
flow. The Service is to be complimented for working out a very indi- 
rect exchange of waters. I thought it well to call your attention to 
that one statement. I do not know what the purpose of the statement 
was. The way the bill is drafted, I am of the firm opinion, under this 
bill, in view of the $2 duck stamp money, that the Wildlife Service 
could go out and take an area. They cannot operate it because that 
is not what that money is for, but they can certainly buy it and use 
the moneys for the cost of administration in buying it—and that is 
what we are afraid of; that it can and ultimately will be used. And 
it seems to be in there so broad it has the same intention as it was 
in the Palisades Dam which was stricken out. 

Mr. Sartor. That is one question I was going to ask. If we take 
it out of this bill, would you still be under the same threat. as in the 
Palisades bill ? 

Mr. Baum. They took it out of Palisades bill—in other words, Pali- 

sades as originally drafted. It has a clause now they cannot use it for 
the benefit of wildlife. That is what we are arguing about it. If 
they had not put that in, you would not have had Palisades, as I un- 
derstand it. In the Palisades bill, it is plainly in these words, and I 
am glad you brought it up because that is just what we are talking 
about. Here is what they said in the Palisades: 
Provided, That notwithstanding recommendations to the contrary contained in 
said report (a) the Secretary shall reserve not to exceed 55,000 acre-feet of 
active capacity in the Palisades Reservoir for a period ending December 31, 
1952, for replacement of Grays Lake storage, but no facilities in connection 
with the proposed wildlife management area at Grays area shall be built and 
no allocation of construction costs of the Palisades Dam and Reservoir by means 
of replacement storage to that area shall be made until the development and 
operation and maintenance of wildlife management area have been authorized by 
an Act of Congress. 

At the time this was passed with that limitation in, the duck stamp 
money was $1, and it was a limitation; it had to go to Congress. 

If you will look at the last amendment to the duck stamp affair, $2 
more, as I read the bill—they can take that money without limitation, 
without requesting you gentlemen and ladies what to do with it. So 
they could just go out and buy this area, condemn this area, and we 
would have to—as I put in my opinion—you cannot sue the Secretary 
of the Interior in Idaho. That has been developed so many times in 
court. We would have to come down to Washington, D.C. 

Mr. Sartor. You are correct, Judge, and that is the very intention 
of that bill and the reason it is in there just the way you read it is, 
that instead of applying the dollars as originally intended, people 
downtown in the Bureau decided—under the direction of some com- 
mittees of Congress, I am sorry to say—that the money could be used 
for other purposes. So that is why it was specifically written into the 
bill to give it just the interpretation that you place upon it. 

Mr. Baum. For years I thought I knew how to interpret the laws. 
I was in the judiciary for 10 years—a member of Idaho—but after 
hearing some explanations by some witnesses who desired this bill in 
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its present form, I have come to the conclusion that my education 
has been sadly neglected. | Laughter. | 

Mr. Rogers. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record. ) 

Mr. Rogers. The gentlewoman from Idaho? 

Mrs. Prosr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Judge Baum, we are very happy to have you here with us today. 
Your judgment is highly respected in southeast Idaho and we greatly 
appreciate the fine testimony you have presented. 

I wanted to ask you: Would it not be better to use the amendment 
in the Palisades bill rather than the amendment that you suggest? 

Mr. Baum. I believe not, for this reason: You have before you now 
the Burns Creek and one is integrated with the other and in view of 
the fact that the Burns Creek refers specifically on page 2 that they 
must refer to the Coordination Act—page 4 rather : 


In view of the fact that the Secretary may make such reasonable provision in 
connection with the Burns Creek development. 


we cross out yarious words— 


unless upon further study of section 2 of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act 
he finds to be required for the conservation and development of fish and wildlife, 
right at that point 1s where I suggest it be amended. 

Mrs. Prost. What line are you reading from ? 

Mr. Baum. Page 4 of the Burns Creek bill. 

Mrs. Prosr. Approximately what line? 

Mr. Baum. Yours may not be the same. 
down to 15 right at the end of 16, middle of 17. 

Did you see the point? In other words, right at the end of develop- 
ment of fish and wildlife 

Mrs. Prost. Of course, the amendment would have to be reworded 
to say the Burns Creek project. 

Mr. Baum. Yes. 

Mrs. Prost. However, I should think the amendment would be 
more restrictive if we spelled out in the language of the bill that 
Grays Lake storage would have to be authorized by Congress. 

Mr. Baum. You are going a little further than I am—going to more 
extremes. I think you are right if you wanted to tie it down. Ab- 
solutely, I agree with you. We were trying to be fair. We believe in 
irrigation and reclamation and we thought if we limited it just to 
Burns Creek Reservoir and immediate adjacent and contiguous lands 
that would be sufficient so the Department would say, “Well, we will 
beware.” 

I am afraid they are not going to beware because our Fish and 
Wildlife Service in Idaho have been boasting and say now if Burns 
Creek is passed we are there. I might say I started on Brays Lake in 
1932, after I left the bench and that controversy came up between 
the Indian service and the settlers and that was worked out in a very 
satisfactory manner whereby we set as of a certain date elevation in 
lake, as of a certain date another elevation, and on down, and the 
Indian service has been very helpful. 

I believe, I do not know, but I understand in an indirect way if 
you would ask the Indian service Fort Hall project, regional offices, 


you would find they would like to have some amendment made to 
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this bill. I do not make that as a fact, but through the grapevine 
and I think they are somewhat dissatisfied. Because we are tryin 

to develop our Indians out there and we do not want their water 
rights monkeyed with. 

Perhaps you people had occasion to see the Indians down here a 
year ago or so. And we have an unusual bunch of Indians and they 
are working out and they have elegant water rights, and Grays Lake 
is a wonderful place and it is transported without much loss of water, 
While I understand if you utilize the other water, the loss would be 
three to four times what it is now. 

Mrs. Prosr. Judge Baum, in the event that we are able to spell 
out either as language in the bill or in the report sufficiently that 
Grays Lake will not. be included in this legislation, then would you 
favor the Burns Creek project ? 

Mr. Baum. I can answer that two ways: If you will read the report 
of the American Falls Reservoir written by Mr. Rockwell, whom you 
all know, you will see my name mentioned many times in that report 
as one of the believers in reclamation and irrigation, and answering 
your question, I can answer it affirmatively. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you. 

Mr. Baum. We will indeed be glad if you think this present 
amendment is not ample, we will be glad to put in the words “Grays 
Lake” and leave it with you, if you will propose the amendment. 

Mr. Rogers. Thank you very much, Judge. 

A rolleall has been announced so the subcommittee will stand in 
recess until 3:15 p.m. 

(Whereupon, at 2:45 p.m., the committee was recessed, to reconvene 
at 3:15 p.m., the same day. ) 

Mr. Rocers. The subcommittee will come to order. 

Mr. Sanborn and Mr. Hogan. 

Mr. Sansorn. Mr. Hogan will testify first. 

Mr. Rocers. Fine. There will be some more members here shortly. 


STATEMENTS OF GROVER C. HOGAN AND HON. JOHN SANBORN 


Mr. Hogan. Mr. Chairman, my name is Grover Hogan. I ama live- 
stockman from the southeastern part of Idaho. My address is Grace, 
Idaho. 

I appreciate very much the opportunity to say just a word or two 
about our angle of this thing. And realizing that time is of the es- 
sence here, I have prepared a very brief statement which, with your 
permission, I would like to read. 

Mr. Rocrers. You may doso, Mr. Hogan. 

Before you do that, though, let me welcome both of you, and let me 
say that I understand Mr. John Sanborn is a former Member of the 
Congress. 

As I understand, you served on this committee, did you not, Mr. 
Sanborn ? 

Mr. Sanporn. Yes, I did. 

Mr. Rogers. It is nice to see you back in this room, and I extend a 
welcome to both of you. 

You may proceed. 

Mr. Hogan. I am representing here the Idaho Cattlemen’s Associa- 
tion, which is a statewide association; also the Eastern Idaho Grazing 
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Association, with a membership of 150 members, leasing or owning 
900,000 acres of land and owning 6,000 cattle and 75,000 head of sheep. 
Also, I am representing the Id: tho C itizens’ Grazing Association, with 
a membership of 80 members, owning 7,800 head of cattle and approxi- 
mately 100,000 head of sheep. 

The entire membership of the associations that I represent are sol- 
idly opposed to the creation of a bird refuge at Grays Lake. The cre- 
ation of this refuge would very seriously impair the grazing future 
of the area adjacent to the proposed refuge. 

We fully believe in the multiple use of Government and State pub- 
lic lands, and we are definitely opposed to any action that will take 
away that usage. And to prove that we believe in the multiple use 
of land, we are now allowing the multiple use of all the private land 
owned by the people that I ‘Tepresent. The sportsmen now have the 
privilege to fish and hunt without any restriction or expense on our 

rivately owned lands. 

We feel that under these conditions, the Fish and Wildlife Service 
should not expect the exclusive use of any of these public lands. 

The livestockman, to be successful in his business, has to have a 
year-round setup for his operations, in order to make his business 
successful, and in our area there are several segments to that opera- 
tion. We must have a spring range, a summer range, a fall range, 
and land to raise our hay, and a feeding area for the winter. The 
loss of any one of these segments would impair the whole operation 
to the extent that it would not be profitable. 

The area in controversy is already a natural refuge for waterfowl 
during the nesting and rearing season, with plenty of water for that 
purpose. Most of the land adjac ent to the proposed refuge is not 
used by the stockmen during the nesting and rearing per iod of the 
waterfowl, but is used later in the season; hence it is ‘already an out- 
standing refuge under the present conditions. 

We further believe that the water that would be used for the 
refuge is more important for reclamation purposes. 

The organizations that I represent are in favor of the Burns Creek 
project as a reclamation project, but we are definitely opposed to 
the extensive powers in Senate bill 281 granted to the Secretary 
of the Interior in fish and wildlife measures. We recommend that 
Senate bill 281 be amended to limit the fish and wildlife development 
to the waters impounded back of the Burns Creek Dam itself and that 
no water be transferred directly or indirectly out of that project for 
bird refuge purposes. 

Mr. Rogers. Thank you, Mr. Hogan, for that very concise and 
good statement on the preblem that is ‘involved. 

I notice you say here that you do not use these lands during the 
nesting and rearing period for waterfowl. How do you keep from 
using those lands? Have you got them fenced off? Have you got 
your own lands fenced ? 

Mr. Hocan. I would say that our range operation includes, besides 
the private land that we own, State-owned lands; and that the land 
immediately around this proposed refuge are our private lands, prin- 
cipally. And during the early season we used the state land, which 
is away a little way from our private lands, and we keep our private 
lands in reserve for later in the season. 
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Mr. Rogers. Are your private lands fenced ? 

Mr. Hogan. Yes,sir. Thatis right. 

Mr. Rogers. Mrs. Pfost, did you have any questions ? 

Mrs. Prost. No, Mr. Chairman. Thank you. 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Sanborn, did you want to read your statement? 

Mr. Sanporn. Yes, if you please. 

Mr. Rogers. If you will proceed with that, we will probably have 
some questions of both of you. 

Mr. Sansporn. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am 
John Sanborn, representing the Idaho Farm Bureau Federation, 
The Idaho Farm Bureau Federation is the largest farm organization 
in the State of Idaho and is composed of between 14,000 and 15,000 
farm families out of a total of farm families in the State of around 
31,000. 

Incidentally, I was a member of this House committee from Janu- 
ary 1947 to January 1951 during which time Mr. Aspinall, Mr. Saylor, 
and Mr. Baring joined the committee. In 1949, I introduced the Pali- 
sades project bill in the House, and in 1950 the Palisades project was 
authorized. 

The Idaho Farm Bureau Federation is on record as approving a 
Burns Creek reregulating dam. It recognizes the need of such a dam 
to allow full production of power at the Palisades Dam and at the same 
time protect the canal systems farther down the Snake River from 
heavy and continuing damage which otherwise would be caused by the 
fluctuating surges of uneven releases of water through the Palisades 
powerplants, 1f maximum effort was made to meet peaking loads. So 
I have not. been sent here to oppose S. 281 nor to argue its merits. I 
can say this: that many of us in Idaho believe that even 100,000 acre- 
feet of water is a previous thing if it is standing by ready to save hun- 
dreds of farmers in a drought emergency by adding a little to the 
shrinking water supply of each. And that is what I understand the 
storage is intended for. 

People everywhere are realizing more and more the importance of 
water, but in the Snake River Valley it is life itself. In many ways 
the Snake River country is blessed with a wonderful supply of water 
but, even there, it must be developed and impounded and put to bene- 
ficial use before its value can be realized. 

What I am here for is to join in the protests of those who fear the 
Fish and Wildlife Service is getting authority in S. 281 to take a 
large portion of that precious 100,000 acre-feet. of water, if and when 
the Burns Creek project is authorized, to further its plans for a bird 
refuge at Grays Lake by trading this water for Indian reservation 
water rights in Grays Lake. You have heard the protests of those 
farmers and stockmen who would be adversely affected if the water 
level of Grays Lake were raised. It is not necessary for me to add 
more. It is a serious matter when a governmental agency may have 
designs that can destroy or seriously injure the economy of established 
people of a community. Also, such a plan might greatly impair the 
water rights of the reservation by changing water source and routing 
the water through a different channel. 

It has been protested by those who advocate the bill, S. 281, in 
its present form that, undoubtedly, the Fish and Wildlife has no such 
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intentions and that the Interior Department has none either. Who 
ean say for sure what the attitude will be next year or next? The one 
sure way is the amendment that has been proposed by these people 
limiting fish and wildlife conservation measures to the immediate 
region of the impounded waters back of Burns Creek Dam and lands 
immediately contiguous thereto. I respectfully urge your considera- 
tion of this amendment. 

On behalf of the Idaho Farm Bureau Federation and of myself I, 
indeed, thank you for this opportunity to appear here. 

Mr. Rogers. Thank you. 

Mr. Sanzorn. And, Mr. Chairman, at this point, I would like to 
have inserted in the record three communications that I have here. 
One is from the Idaho Wool Growers Association, one from the Idaho 
Mining Association, and one from the Idaho Citizens Grazing Associa- 
tion of Soda Springs, Idaho. 

Mr. Rogers. How long are those communications ? 

Mr. Sanporn. All of them are very short. This is just one little 
page. The other two are just one page apiece. 

Mr. Rogers. I think those are the ones you showed me. With- 
out objection, it will be so ordered. And at this same place in the rec- 
ord there will be inserted, without objection, a letter from the presi- 
dent of the Idaho State Reclamation Association. 

(The communications referred to are as follows :) 


IDAHO Woo. GROWERS ASSOCIATION, 
Boise, Idaho, February 11, 1960. 


To the Committee on Irrigation and Reclamation, Subcommittee of Interior and 
Insular Affairs: 


Our attention has been directed to certain provisions of Senate bill 281, the 
Burns Creek project, that gives to the Secretary of Interior very wide discre- 
tionary and executive powers as to fish and wildlife conservation measures with 
that bill. These powers are not dependent upon further congressional actions. 
Burns Creek has received its support as a reclamation measure and bears the 
official stamp of approval of the Government and has had its major support in 
Washington before the Nation as a reclamation measure. 

In the discretionary paragraph, powers granted to the Secretary without fur- 
ther action of Congress, relative to fish and wildlife conservation measures, we 
feel that there has been agitation and active support furnished to exchange 
Fort Hall Indian water rights on Grays Lake for lieu water rights in Burns 
Creek. Lieu water rights in Burns Creek would amount to 55,000 acre-feet, and 
probably more, of the total combined reclamation storage space of 100,000 acre- 
feet in that project. Besides this, the water to create a refuge on Grays Lake by 
obtaining Indian water rights thereof would flood many thousands of acres of 
private property and Indian and public domain. Upon the lands surrounding 
Grays Lake depends much of the livestock industry of southeastern Idaho. 

In view of the fact that the exchange of the waters for those of Grays Lake, 
necessitating 55,000 acre-feet of storage in Burns Creek, the reclamation fea- 
tures of this project will be seriously imperiled. This would place a stigma 
upon reclamation in Washington, over the Nation, and on Idaho. Furthermore, 
it would hamper livestock operations and would put many of those engaged in 
the same out of business. In view of the fact that 65 percent of Idaho is con- 
trolled by the Federal Government, that no losses to fish and wildlife have been 
shown, either in Palisades or Burns Creek, it is urged that Senate bill 281 be 
amended so that fish and wildlife conservation measures at the discretion of the 
Secretary of the Interior would be limited to the impounded waters back of the 
Burns Creek Dam itself and to the contiguous lands thereof. 

Sincerely, 
IDAHO WooL GROWERS ASSOCIATION, 
WILBUR F’. WILSON, President. 
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IpAHO MINING ASSOCIATION, 
Boise, Idaho, February 10, 1960. 
Representative WALTER ROGERS, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


GENTLEMEN: The Idaho Mining Association recognizes the basic soundness 
of the principles of reclamation. It further recognizes that the Burns Creek 
project bears the stamp of approval for reclamation and has gained much of its 
support in the U.S. Senate and throughout the Nation as such. 

Recently it has come to our attention that S. 281, the Burns Creek legislation 
now under consideration before this subcommittee, includes provisions granting 
to the Secretary of the Interior broad powers to carry out fish and wildlife 
conservation measures and supplemental activities without further act of 
Congress. It has further come to our attention that there is strong agitation 
and, in fact, well-developed plans to replace Fort Hall Indian water rights 
with lieu storage from Burns Creek. 

Such replacement would make available the waters of Grays Lake for im- 
pounding and creating a bird refuge that would flood out 20,000 or more acres 
of currently productive, privately owned land. It would also remove this 
acreage permanently from oil and gas and mineral development, and would 
seriously damage the livestock economy. 

The amount of lieu storage from Burns Creek that would be necessary to effect 
this bird-refuge project would be at least 55,000 acre-feet, leaving but 45,000 
acre-feet for irrigation and reclamation from the total $48 million Burns Creek 
project. 

Therefore, we strongly urge that S. 281 be amended to clearly state that fish 
and wildlife conservation projects carried out incident to the Burns Creek 
project shall be limited to the waters impounded in back of the Burns Creek 
Dam itself and to lands contiguous thereto. Such provision, we believe, is in 
keeping with established practices for fish and wildlife conservation measures in 
other multipurpose projects. 

Respectfully submitted. 

A. J. TESKE, Secretary. 


Sopa SPRINGS, IDAHO, February 9, 1960. 
Mr. WALTER ROGERS, 
Chairman, Irrigation and Reclamation Subcommittee, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. Rocers: The Idaho Citizens Grazing Association of Soda Springs, 
Idaho, being composed of 80 members, owning 6,787 head of cattle and 98,314 
head of sheep, and in addition owning 7,099 acres of deeded land and leasing from 
the State of Idaho 86,597 acres of grazing lands, strongly recommend that Senate 
bill 281 be so amended that the fish and wildlife development referred to in 
Senate bill 281 be restricted to contiguous areas surrounding the Burns Creek 
Reservoir itself. 

The grazing area that the members of the Idaho Citizens Grazing Association 
use is that area surrounding the headwaters of Willow Creek and Grays Lake, 
the same being contiguous to the forest reserve and is the source of great 
support to the livestock industry. 

Very truly yours, 
J. O. WALLACE, 
President, Idaho Citizens Grazing Association. 


Sworn and subscribed to before me this 9th day of February 1960. 


[SEAL] Pau. L. Tipton, 
Notary Public. 


IDAHO STATE SENATE, 
Boise, February 8, 1960. 
Hon. WALTER ROGERS, 
Chairman of the Irrigation and Reclamation, Committee of the House of Rep- 
resentatives, House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR Mr. Rocers: As president of the Idaho State Reclamation Association 
and in view of the fact that our association has been placed on record as being 
in favor of the Burns Creek project on the Snake River in the State of Idaho, I 
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desire to inform you of certain elements in Senate bill 281 which has passed the 
Senate and is coming up for hearings before your committee. 

Section 3(b) of the bill reads as follows: “The Secretary may make such 
reasonable provisions in connection with the Burns Creek development as, upon 
further study and in accordance with section 2 of the Fish and Wildlife Co- 
ordination Act (48 Stat. 401, as amended; 16 U.S.C., sees., 661-662), he finds 
to be required for the conservation and development of fish and wildlife.” 

In reading section 2 of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act our interpre- 
tation is that it gives authority to the Secretary of the Interior in supplemental 
plans to do whatever he desires without going to the formality of seeking action 
from the Congress of the United States for its approval. 

And, we have the opinion of two very reputable lawyers who back us up in 
our interpretation of the law as it is now written that if the Secretary of the 
Interior decided to use any specified amount of the storage water, primarily 
intended for irrigation purposes, from amount allocated to the Burns Creek 
project that this present law gives him the authority to do so. 

Now then, our feeling is that the Burns Creek project has carried the label 
of an irrigation project from its very inception, and the storage therefore is at 
present overscribed for that purpose, and, we certainly do not want to find our- 
selves backing a project for irrigation purposes then quite suddenly be found 
in the position of apologizing to our people because the project has been pro- 
moted under the guise of irrigation but part of the water is being used for other 
purposes. 

Please let me suggest an amendment to the bill as it is now written, providing 
for the firm protection of the interests for which it was originally intended. 
In my Opinion if lines 10 to 22, inclusive, section 3(b), page 4 of the bill, were 
omitted it would be entirely satisfactory so far as the irrigation interests are 
concerned. 

Permit me to assure you that we have confidence in you and in your com- 
mittee and that you will give our suggestions due consideration. 

Yours very truly, 
Frep M. Cooper, 
President, Idaho State Reclamation Association. 


Mr. Rocers. Mrs. Pfost, did you have some questions of Mr. San- 
born ¢ 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. First I want to welcome 
the distinguished gentleman, who served the Second Congressional 
District in Idaho, Mr. Sanborn. I did not have the privilege of serv- 
ing with him because he left this committee before I came to it. 

Mr. Sanborn, would you favor the amendment applying to Grays 
Lake only so that confusion would be elimin: ated if other areas needed 
to be taken in downstream for wildlife purposes? 

Mr. Sanporn. Of course, I am, first hand, concerned with the Grays 
Lake area, and I want that protected. 

I do not know what they would be doing at this time. I believe that 
the amendment offered would take care of the situation, because it talks 
about the reservoir and the adjacent land, and it seems to me that that 
would take care of anything that this bill should cover—the immediate 
surroundings. 

Mrs. Prost. It is more restrictive, I believe, than it should be when 
you apply it to the area of the reservoir and contiguous and adjacent 
lands of Burns Creek. Maybe my interpretation is not correct. 

Mr. Sanporn. Well, I believe that would be correct, that it would be 
exclusive, outside of anything that was not contiguous or close by 
the reservoir site. 

Mrs. Prost. Well, are you primarily interested, as you said a mo- 
ment ago, in grazing ? 

Mr. Sanzorn. Yes. 
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Mrs. Prosr. And if we should amend the measure or write in the 
report sufficiently strong language that the Grays Lake area shall not 
be affected by Burns Creek, will that satisfy you / 

Mr. Sanzorn. That should take care of the situation. 

Mrs. Prosr. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Hogan, we are happy to have you with us, and we do appreciate 
your fine statement. 

Referring to the last sentence on the second page of your statement, 
you say that you want the bill amended to limit the fish and wildlife 
development to the waters impounded back of the Burns Creek Dam 
itself and that no water be transferred directly or indirectly out of the 
project for bird refuge purposes. 

Now, may I ask you the same question: Would you be satisfied if 
we draft an amendment excluding Grays Lake so that you are pro- 
tected in the Grays Lake area ? 

Mr. Hogan. I think I understand your question, and I should have 
put another word on there respecting Grays Lake. That is the pri- 
mary reason we are here. We have had quite a lot of trouble about 
this refuge for 10 years, now, and it keeps coming up, and we just do 
not want it, and we would like to get it taken care of once and for 
all,if we can. 

Mrs. Prost. Well, Judge Baum’s amendment may be the best, after 
all. However, I just wanted to know what your opinion was. 

Mr. Hoean. I was just talking about the Grays Lake refuge. That 
is the only one. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Baum. Mr. Chairman, I want to say this: During the recess I 
discussed very informally this proposed amendment; and, Mrs. Pfost, 
you may be right, and I will endeavor this evening to draft for the 
consideration of the committee a more limited amendment, and tie 
it specifically to Grays Lake. In other words, that is the desire of all 
the people that I represent. And we would be glad to get that to 
each member of the committee. 

Mr. Rogers. Gentlemen, thank you very much. 

I want to say this: that I think you and Judge Baum and Mr. Smith 
have presented your problem very concisely and very well. I think 
the committee understands, and when the rest of the members are 
present we will be properly armed to discuss the situation. 

We will go now to the proponent witnesses that have not been heard, 
and we will go right down the line, unless there has been some kind 
of an agreement between those proponents as to the manner in which 
they want to be heard. 


STATEMENTS OF EDWIN H. PASKETT, M. M. HINTZE, HON. LEO J. 
HANDY, E. W. ROBERTS, ELNO DRANEY, AND R. J. HARPER 


Mr. Pasxer. We planned that we would sit together and go 
through the testimony. 

Mr. Rocers. Just as you stated this morning. : 

If you will, come forward, please, to the witness chair and identify 
yourselves for the reporter. 

Mr. Paskerr. My name is Edwin H. Paskett, a farmer and petro- 
leum products distributor in Malta, Idaho, and the president of the 
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board of directors of the Raft River Electric Cooperative and also the 
resident of the Idaho Cooperative Utilities Association. 

Mr. Hintze. I am M. M. Hintze, from Mackay, Idaho, member of 
the board of directors of the Lost River Electric Cooperative, vice 
chairman of the Snake River Power Association, also a member of 
the Idaho State Reclamation Association, Inc. 

Mr. Hanpy. And I am Leo J. Handy, a member of the village board 
of Heyburn. I am State representative from the county of Minidoka, 
and I am also chairman of the Minidoka County Consolidated School 

oard. 

7 Mr. Rozerts. I am the manager of the Fall River Electric Coopera- 
tive in Ashton, Idaho. I have been manager for 18 years. It is 
located about 60 miles north of Palisades. 

Mr. Draney. I am Elno Draney, manager of the Lower Valley 
Power & Light Association. I reside at Afton, Wyo. 

Mr. Harrer. I am Rawlins J. Harper, and I reside in the upper 
Snake Valley. I am a stockman, chairman of the board of county 
commissioners of Cassia County, and chairman of the board of super- 
visors of the East Cassia Soil Conservation District, and treasurer 
of the board of supervisors of the Cassia Irrigation Co. I am also 
a representative of the Raft River Stake of the Church of Jesus Christ 
of Latter-day Saints. 

Mr. Rogers. Do each of you have separate statements ? 

Mr. Paskerr. We do. 

Mr. Rocrers. Without objection, those statements will be included in 
the record at this point in full, in the order in which you have 
identified yourselves. That will keep the record straight. Then 
you may proceed briefly in that order. 

(The statements referred to are as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF Epwin H. PAsKett 


Iam Edwin H. Paskett, a farmer and petroleum distributor in Malta, Idaho. 

At present I am the president of the board of directors of the Raft River 
Rural Electric Cooperative, Inc., also president of the Idaho Cooperative Utilities 
Association which represents some 40,000 voters throughout Idaho. 

I feel it is not only an opportunity but also my duty to the people of Idaho 
and the whole Nation to submit testimony favoring the Burns Creek reclamation 
dual-purpose project known as Senate bill No. 281 and House bill No. 1235. 
The organizations which I represent, and I also heartily endorse the passing of 
this bill as the resolution will show. 

As southern Idaho is largely a dry, arid section of this great Nation it is 
absolutely essential that it have an adequate water supply on Snake River 
projects, otherwise in the low-water years the population in those sections will 
suffer partial or total crop failures. In the areas lying adjacent to the Snake 
River, the agriculture is depending on the regular flow of small streams. 

History shows that in the late growing season the water supply is very low 
if not gone. In these areas pump irrigation is necessary to complete the crops. 
The economy of this kind of an operation must have a low-cost power supply or 
it is not feasible. 


Burns Creek can supply this type of power as the curve of the irrigation 
releases fit the needs of pumping. 

If this project is approved it will greatly strengthen the supply of irrigation 
and culinary water in southern Idaho. There has been much question as to 
the need of it. I would take this opportunity to testify to you that there is 
a definite need for this project, and it was also planned at the time of the 
Palisades Dam. 

I would also like to mention the electric energy that might be generated at that 
point. Since the drafting of this bill much has been said for and against this 
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subject. I must say that if this project is completed as the bill is drafted the 
preferred electrical customers of the Bureau of Reclamation in southern Idaho 
can consume all the firm power that might be generated at that point, thus 
the cry of the opposing private utilities is unfounded. The amount of energy 
available in firm power is relatively small in comparison to the load growth ip 
this area. 

I cannot understand the opposition to this project by the private utilities 
throughout this Nation. It seems that when one private utility starts to ery 
for help the cry is heard in every yard in the Nation. They all come to their 
aid whether they understand the problem or not. 

Now, Honorable Chairman, may I appeal to you and your committee to approve 
this bill as drafted and recommended, do pass. This would weaken the great 
monopolistic trend that is choking this part of our great Nation’s progress, 

I thank you for your time and efforts in this matter. 


STATEMENT OF M. M. HINTZE 


Iam M. M. Hintze from the Big Lost River Valley. Address: Mackay, Idaho, 
member of board of Lost River Electric Co-op; vice president of Snake River 
Power Association, and member of board of directors of Idaho State Reclamation 
Association. 

I have farmed there all my life; therefore, I have a great interest in the 
economy of the valley. 

We have, in Lost River Valley, about 30,000 acres of good farm land which 
hasn’t enough water available except through pumping subteranean water, of 
which there is a good supply. 

Since we have received Palisades power, some of the people have been able 
to pump enough additional water to secure themselves. 

A large amount of power, such as that produced by Burns Creek, can very 
profitably be used in our valley for irrigation, and will substantially stabilize 
a sound economy for the whole valley. 

I should like to submit to the committee Resolution No. 13 adopted by our 
Idaho State Reclamation Association, Inc., at its last annual meeting. Since it 
is short, I should like to read it. 

I respectfully ask this committee to approve the legislation which will make 
it possible for Burns Creek to go ahead. 


STATEMENT OF LEO J. HANDY 


I am Leo J. Handy, Heyburn, Idaho. I am a member of the village board of 
Heyburn and Minidoka County State representative, and chairman of Minidoka 
County Consolidated School Board. 

The village of Heyburn was incorporated in 1911 and has owned and operated 
its own electrical distribution system since 1922. 

Our source of wholesale electrical energy from that time to the present has 
been the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation. 

In the past 3 years agriculture processing plants have been built in the area 
with increased demands for electric energy. A new plant which is nearly com- 
pleted, in the village of Heyburn, is the largest processing and freezing plant 
for potatoes in the world. It will employ 1,200 people and has a storage capacity 
of 14 million pounds of potatoes at zero temperature. 

These plants have increased the village electric load from 600 kilowatts to over 
1,400 kilowatts. The plants’ managers have asked for 1900 kilowatts by October 
1, 1961, and 2,600 kilowatts by October 1, 1963. 

In addition to processed potatoes for human consumption a potato starch plant 
is in operation and a potato alcohol plant for Rocky Mountain Chemical Co. is 
under construction. 

It has been publicized that the quality of the potato alcohol to be manufactured 
is in demand for use in our Government missile program. 

The village population has grown 50 percent in the past 3 years and with the 
passing of a sewer bond last fall we have every reason to believe it will double 
in the next 2 years. This will increase the domestic demand for electric energy. 

All of our agriculture crops are grown with the aid of irrigation; both by 
surface irrigation and water pumped from deep wells. 

We believe the Burns Creek project is necessary to increase our upstream stor- 
age to insure our surface irrigators of a constant supply and to increase our sup- 
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ply of low-cost electric energy for the electric pump irrigation, this will stabilize 
our whole agricultural economy. 

These are the reasons we the people of the village of Heyburn and Minidoka 
County, Idaho, strongly urge that this committee do favorably report this project 
and that the Congress do enact legislation for the construction of the Burns Creek 
project by the Bureau of Reclamation as provided for in Senate bill 281. 


STATEMENT OF E. W. RosBeErtTs 


My name is E. W. Roberts, manager of the Fall River Rural Electric Coopera- 
tive, Inc., located in Ashton, Idaho, roughly 60 miles due north of the proposed 
Burns Creek reregulating dam. 

I started to work for the cooperative July 21, 1941. In 1945 I was made office 
manager and in July 1954 I was hired as manager of the cooperative. 

The cooperative was organized December 12, 1938, by a group of farmers who 
could get central station power in no other way. 

The objective of the cooperative is to give the very best service at the lowest 
possible cost, consistent with good management. We are endeavoring to get our 
rates equal to the surrounding power companies and not to under cut them. 

We have an average billed membership of 1,532 members. 

At the last two annual meetings our members backed the building of Burns 
Creek Dam. 

At a board meeting February 9, 1960, I was instructed to testify and to file 
our statement favoring Senate bill No. 281 and H.R. 1235, authorizing the con- 
struction of Burns Creek Dam and hydro facilities. 

The kilowatts load growth of the Fall River Rural Electric Cooperative, Inc., 
has been at the rate of 15 percent per year, during May through August, and 8 
percent per year for the remaining 8 months. Our load estimates for 1964 are 
7,507 kilowatts in the summer months and about 3,500 in the winter months. We 
will be short of power in the summer months in 1968. 

Up until February of 1948 we purchased our wholesale power from the Utah 
Power & Light Co., at an average cost of 11 to 12 mills which is high for whole- 
sale power. Their irrigation consumers bought it for less. 

We were overjoyed when Palisades plant went on the line in February of 
1957. The Palisades power was oversubscribed so the firm was contracted 
on the basis of estimated power required by 1960. Our allocation was 3,100 
kilowatts during the summer months and 1,900 kilowatts of power in the winter 
months, that being the characteristics of our power load. 

We would run out of power this summer if it hadn’t been for the additional 
power made available recently by the Bureau of Reclamation getting a better 
Idaho power contract allowing for better coordination of the Bureau of Recla- 
mation generation in southern Idaho. 

I was amazed to find we had opposition on this project. On April 11, 1959, 
I wrote Senator Frank Church the following letter : 

“DEAR SENATOR CuHurRcH: I have been reading in the newspaper about the 
opposition the Burns Creek project has run into with the Utah Power & Light 
Co., and NMC. I also note that Idaho Power Co is joining in the opposition. 
I cannot add much to your knowledge regarding the Burns Creek project. How- 
ever, I feel I should write to let you know the power problem of the Fall River 
Rural Electric Cooperative, Ine. 

“We have contracted for a peak of 3,100 kilowatts of power from Palisades 
project last year. Based on the average increase per year over the past 10 
years our peak requirement will reach 3,465 kilowatts by next year. We have 
applications from prospective members for an additional 450 kilowatts. Ac- 
cording to the Utah Power & Light Co. assertions that there is ample power in 
the area, they evidently expect us to buy from them. They bled us for 18 
years. They evidently would like to do it again. 

“Prior to Palisades power the Utah Power Co. could not keep the voltage 
high enough during our peak load to keep our members satisfied. We contacted 
the plant superintendent, who advised that they were doing all they could to 
help the voltage situation. It wasn’t corrected until Palisades came on the 
line. We cannot promote the use of power until we have power to sell. 

“T also want to point out that this cooperative to the best of my knowledge, 
has the highest rate of any power supplies in the State of Idaho. The only way 
we can cut our rates down in comparison to other companies is by the use of 
power. It cannot be done if we are priced out of the market. 
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“I wish to thank you for the time and effort spent in support of the Burns 

Creek project. I am sure if this drive is continued we are bound to win. 
“Yours very truly.” 

Every year farmers are finding it more essential to sprinkle-irrigate on the 
farms to assure themselves of a crop. Even those who flood-irrigate are going 
to sprinklers to stop soil erosion. It would increase even more if we had plenty 
power at a cost which is fair and equitable. 

I like to use the way our manager from Lost River puts it. “There isn’t 
a shortage of anything if the price is high enough.” 

I am bringing this to your attention to show there is a market for the power 
to be generated at Burns Creek. We believe hydroelectric power is essential to 
water resource development. 

Water on the land in this area is necessary to the farmer. Irrigation storage 
provided at Burns Creek could mean the difference between a crop harvest 
and a failure in a low water year. Burns Creek is designed to fit into the 
Palisades Reservoir to reregulate releases from the Palisades and provide for 
additional water storage and power generation. 

We feel that Idaho needs a Federal project to bring its average earning 
standard up to the average level of the surrounding States. I understand Idaho 
is below the national average. 

In view of the facts mentioned and according to Mr. H. T. Nelson’s report 
on the Burns Creek Dam powerplant and reservoir, dated March 1956, shows the 
project is feasible and is an investment to the Government and will repay itself, 
the Fall River Electric Cooperative, Inc., Ashton, Idaho, endorses Senate bill 
No. 281 and H.R. 1235, authorizing the construction of Burns Creek Dam and 
hydro facilities and we sincerely solicit your honest support to this worthwhile 
project for Idaho. 


STATEMENT OF ELNo DRANEY 


I am Elno Draney, manager of the Lower Valley Power & Light, Inc., of 
Afton, Wyo., where I reside. We are serving some 2,700 member consumers 
in the western part of the State of Wyoming which includes the Grand Teton 
National Park. 

Burns Creek power is of vital importance to our cooperative and to our 
member consumers, not only for the power which it will make available to us, 
but the conservation of water as well. 

I am fully in sympathy with the Kemmerer, Wyo. coal miners in their eco- 
nomic plight as was presented in testimony by our Honorable Keith Thomson. 
I want to point out, however, that to my knowledge construction of the Burns 
Creek Dam will not prejudice construction of Utah Power’s Kemmerer steam- 
plant. 

We too have some 2,700 member consumers who are dependent on Burns 
Creek for low cost power. Taking electric service into the rural areas of the 
States of Wyoming and Idaho has necessitated considerable investment and low 
cost power is of vital importance to us if we are to meet our obligations. With 
low cost power we will be able to bring in additional industry, necessitating 
further needs for the Kemmerer coal. No doubt our Honorable Keith Thomson 
was not aware of peoples needs in the northwestern part of the State of Wyo 
ming when he presented testimony against Burns Creek. 

Had we purchased power from an investor-owned utility adjacent to us it 
would have more than doubled our power costs, necessitating an increase in our 
rates which are already higher than the surrounding area. 

I am not saying that we should look to the Federal Government for our power 
needs; I do feel that our natural water resources should be developed and the 
power from these resources should be utilized to do the most good for the 
people. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to read a letter addressed to you from the 
president of our board of directors and would appreciate your making this a 
part of the record. 

Also, I would like to make available to you for the record two letters. One 
letter is dated March 25, 1959, addressed to the Honorable Joseph C. O’Mahoney 
from Carl Robinson, an Afton, Wyo. banker and Wyoming State senator. The 
second letter is dated March 25, 1959, and addressed to the Honorable Gale W. 
McGee, U.S. Senator from the mayor of Afton, Wyo. Both letters favor the 
Burns Creek project. 
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LOWER VALLEY POWER AND Lieut, INC., 


Afton, Wyo., February 13, 1960. 
Hon. WALTER ROGERS, 


Chairman, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, House of Representa- 
tives, Washington, D.C. 


Deak Mr. Rocers: The board of directors of Lower Valley Power & Light, 
Inc., respectfully urge your committee to take favorable action on the Burns 
Oreek bill completing the Palisades project. 

Construction of the Burns Creek reregulating dam and power facilities plays 
a vital part in the future of our cooperative. Not only will Burns Creek pro- 
vide us with the power which our cooperative will need so vitally by the time 
the dam can be constructed, it will provide water conservation and recreation 
for our ever increasing population. 

Our serving the Grand Teton National Park area with electric service has 
necessitated large investments in transmission and distribution line facilities. 
An additional supply of low cost power, which the Burns Creek project will 
pring, certainly is of vital importance to us if we are to continue to serve our 
member consumers and those who visit the park with service that they can 
afford to pay for. To purchase power from sources other than from the U.S. 
Bureau of Reclamation would more than double our power costs. 

Again, we respectfully urge your committee to take favorable action. 

Yours very truly, 
LOWER VALLEY & LIGHT, INc., 
Orson E. JOHNSON, 
President. 


LOWER VALLEY POWER & LicutT Co., INc. 


Afton, Wyo., March 24, 1959. 
Hon. Josepn C. O’MAHONEY, 


U.S. Senator, Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Joe: A followup of our telephone conversation I am enclosing material 
indicating the dire need of power for the Lower Valley Power & Light, Inc. 
(REA), serving Star Valley, Jackson Hole, Teton Park, and part of Sublette 
County all in Wyoming, also Swan Valley and Grays Lake area in Idaho. 

Up until 1953 the cooperative generated its own power. Since that time it 
has been receiving additional power from the Palisades Dam under contract with 
the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation. For the year 1958 as you will note from 
exhibit A attached, the cooperative purchased from the Bureau approximately 
one-third of their power needs. For the months of January and February of 
this year, they exceeded their contract with the Bureau by some 25,200 and 75,000 
kilowatt-hours. 

The firm power being generated at the Palisades plant has been divided amongst 
four preference consumers, city of Idaho Falls, Lower Valley Power & Light, Inc., 
Lost River Rural Electric, and Fall River Rural Electric. The division of power 
is as shown on exhibit B. From exhibit Bl you will note the Bureau of 
Reclamation has no more firm power to allocate. 

You will note from exhibit C that by 1960 Lower Valley Power will have to 
purchase approximately 928,600 kilowatt-hours from other source. By 1970, they 
expect to purchase 16,061,600 kilowatt-hours. If the proposed Burns Creek 
Dam and plant is not authorized, the only other source of power for the coopera- 
tive is from Utah Power & Light Co. Had the cooperative purchased the power 
from Utah Power & Light which they received during 1958 from USBR, it would 
have cost them $102,108.61 instead of the $44,760.48 which they paid the Bureau 
as shown on exhibit D. Other comparisons are shown on exhibit C. 

It is my understanding from Mr. Elno Draney, manager of our cooperative, that 
practically all of the output of the proposed Burns Creek Dam can be consumed 
by the preference customers in the southeastern part of Idaho and our coopera- 
tive. Further information to this effect, I understand, has been mailed to your 
office by a Mr. Ed Schlender, secretary of the Snake River Power Association, 
of which our cooperative is a member. 

From this information I am sure you can realize how important the Burns 
Creek Dam is to this area of Wyoming and adjacent Idaho. I am unable to 
reconcile the opposition of Flatt Wilson and maybe others in the Kemmerer area 
to the Burns Creek project. It seems to me both are supported by a real need. 
Wyoming or Lower Valley Power & Light, Inc. (REA), as I understand would 
receive the first allotment of power from 'this project. 
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Forced to buy from Utah Power & Light or other power companies would 
increase cost to consumers to an extent that could easily hazard repayment of 
REA loan and make the service to some potential users impossible. I suggest 
that the Wyoming congressional delegation marshal the Idaho delegation to the 
support of this project and together do everything possible to get an appropria- 
tion for the Burns Creek project. I am sure the people of the area served by 
Lower Valley Power & Light, Inc. (REA) will be eternally grateful to those who 
make this possible. 

With kind personal regards and best wishes, 

Sincerely yours, 
CARL ROBINSON, 
Vice President and Cashier. 


Energy consumption and power supply, Lower Valley Power & Light, Inc. 














Actual 
Total energy (kilowatt-hours) on ipeees tanks, Ss 
5 i. 
1954 1955 1956 1957 1958 
NN i os ia dis mimaeeaiw mainte intense 14, 378, 600 | 17, 493, 904 | 19, 544,150 | 22,779,359 | 23, 420, 160 
Power supply: 
Generated in own hydroplants__.......| 12,613,100 | 11, 795, 704 | 16, 579,000 | 16, 668, 634 16, 205, 060 
Purchased from U.S. Bureau of Recla- 
I otc coes wht noone cand oan 1, 765, 500 5, 698, 200 3, 389, 250 6, 110, 725 7, 215, 100 
Total generated and purchased fi 
Is i higita iss acd dietes heacci iam cutest 14, 378, 600 | 17,493, 904 | 19, 544,150 | 22,779,359 | 23, 420, 160 








EXHIBIT B 


Division of Palisades firm power 


Idaho Falls Lower Valley Lost River Fall River Total 











Aver-/1,000 kilo- Aver-l1000 kilo-| Aver-|1,000 kilo- Aver-|1,000 kilo-| Aver-| 1,000 








age watt- age watt- age watt- age watt- age kilo- 

mega-| hours j|mega-| hours j|mega-| hours |mega-| hours |mega-| watt- 

watts watts watts watts watts! hours 
a 10. 2 7, 588.8 1.3 967.2 | 2.6 1,934.4 | 0.9 669. 6 15} 11,160 
November. ......--..| 10.2] 7,344.0} 1.3 936.0 | 2.6] 1,872.0 ) 648.0 15 | 10,800 
pecmmver..--. >=... 10.2 7, 588.8 1.3 967. 2 2.6 1, 934. 4 Al 669. 6 15 {| 11,160 
Seer y ois. Sa 10.2 | 7,588.8 1.3 967.2 | 2.6 1, 934. 4 9 669.6 15 | 11,160 

February: 

ON ee 10.2 | 6,854.4 1.3 873.6 | 2.6 1, 747.2 9 604.8 15 | 10,080 
rye sits) 10.2 | 7,099.2 1.3 904.8 | 2.6 1, 809. 6 9 626. 4 15 | 10,440 
eM i oe es 10.2 7, 588.8 1.3 7:21 2.6 1, 934. 4 9 669. 6 15 | 11,160 
OI stil eh cad initel 10.2 | 7,344.0 1.3 936.0 | 2.6 1, 872.0 9 648. 0 15 | 10,800 
cee 9.2 | 6,844.8 1.1 818. 4 3.0 | 2,232.0 1.7 1, 264.8 15} 11,160 
Pee ee Sa 9.2 | 6,624.0 1.1 792.0} 3.0] 2,160.0 eT 1, 224.0 15 | 10,800 
DEE. <ccciencceelken 9.2 | 6,844.8 Lt 818.4 3.0} 2,232.0 ii? 1, 264.8 15 | 11,160 
PTOI i ice sectteas 9.2] 6,844.8 1.1 818. 4 3.0 | 2,232.0 lee 1, 264. 8 15 | 11,160 
September-_..-......- 9.2 | 6,624.0 1.1 792.0 | 3.0] 2,160.0 Ae 1, 224.0 15 | 10,800 
Totals s sj cehcnscech OR 87M 2 bis. ad 11, 558. 4 |...... 26, 054.4 |.....- 11, 448.0 |__..-- 141, 840 
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, 
REGIONAL OFFICE, REGION 1, 
Boise, Idaho, May 29, 1958. 
Mr. Ernest Broa, 
President, Lower Valley Power & Light, Inc., 
Freedom, Wyo. 


Deak Mr. Broa: Under your contract with the United States, dated June 1, 
1949 (174r—1006), you have indicated your intention to purchase power and 
energy from the Palisades project when such power and energy become avail- 
able. Similar contracts have been made with others, so that the existing con- 
tracts, exclusive of power required for Bureau projects, now cover 18,000 
kilowatts, as follows: 
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Contract demand 
kilowatts 


eee OG CRIMINAL Tse arcsec tence cae reat ca ee See, ee 15, 000 





‘all River Rural Electric Cooperative, Inc.........._________ 1, 000 
nee vauey Power @ Lame) Wine. onc oe 1, 500 
ae mLVer Eectric: CoOpermerve; INC. esc tie dceSee eed 500 

NORE ei ates at Se ie ES IRS a cath ae cas pe ea _ 18, 000 


Subsequent to the execution of the contract, you have indicated a desire to 
purchase more power from the project if available, and similar requests for more 
power and energy have likewise been received from the other contractors. 

We would like to be able to accommodate all of the requests for more power, 
put that is not possible. Of particular urgency at the moment is the necessity 
to advise you what maximum amounts of power and energy could be assigned 
to you for the reason that such information is required in connection with your 
application to the Federal Power Commission for approval of the plan to enlarge 
your service area. 

To analyze this problem, we have prepared the enclosed tabulations 2 and 3 
showing the load estimates we have made, based upon the data you and the 
others have furnished to us. As may be seen from examination of the tabulation, 
it appears that we could increase our present commitments for firm peaking 
power, but Palisades is limited in energy during August to April, inclusive. The 
obvious solution as we see it would be to reach agreements among the several 
contractors under which each would agree to maximum monthly energy figures 
as well as a maximum demand. By such a procedure, we believe that each con- 
tractor can obtain some increase in his contract demand. 

For your information, there is also enclosed a tabulation 1—B showing the deri- 
vation of our estimate of your future power requirements. Obviously, the esti- 
mates of your monthly power and energy requirements from Palisades have an 
important bearing upon the conclusions to be reached from the enclosed tabula- 
tions 2and 3. You should review them carefully and advise us of your comments. 

To facilitate resolution of this problem, we should like to suggest that repre- 
sentatives of the city of Idaho Falls, the Lower Valley Power & Light, Inc., the 
Fall River Rural Electric Cooperative, Inc., the Lost River Electric Cooperative, 
Inc., and the Bureau of Reclamation meet at Idaho Falls, June 9, 1953, at 10 
a.m., to arrive at a mutually acceptable distribution of Palisades firm power and 
energy. Please advise us whether you can attend the proposed meeting. 

Similar letters are being furnished to the city of Idaho Falls, the Lost River 
Blectric Cooperative, Inc., and the Fall River Rural Electric Cooperative, Inc. 

Very truly yours, 
F. M. Ciinton, Acting Regional Director. 


EXHIBIT C 


7 


Jstimated energy requirements, Lower Valley Power & Light, Inc. 


1960 1962 1964 1966 1968 | 1970 





| ——-—_—_- an 


Estimated energy: Require- 
ments (kilowatt-hours) --.... 26, 267,000 | 28,797,000 | 31,629,000 | 34,465,000 | 37, 900. 000 


41, 400, 000 


Power source’ ots 
Estimated generation in 
own system hydroplants 


(kilowatt-hours) . ....-.--- 13, 780, 000 13, 780, 000 | 13, 780,000 | 13, 780,000 | 13, 780,000 | 13, 780, 000 
Purchase from USBR 
(kilowatt-hours) - ...---.-- 11, 558, 400 | 11, 558,400 | 11, 558, 


400 | 11, 558, 400 11, 558, 400 


11, 558, 400 


Total generated and 
purchased power 


(kilowatt-hours). ....| 25, 338,400 | 25,338,400 | 25,338,400 | 25, 338, 400 | 25,338, 400 | 25, 338, 400 
Additional power needed (kilo- 
watt-hours) -- --- i 928, 600 3, 458, 600 | 6, 290, 600 9, 126, 600 | 12, 561,600 | 16, 061, 600 


Estimated cost if additional 
power needed is purchased 
from the USBR, rate sched- 

















ule R1-S2_....--- Siiensuieelet $5, 283 $19, 679 $35, 793 $51, 930 $71, 472 $91, 390 
Estimated cost if purchased | 

from Utah Power & Light 

Co, under rate schedule No, | 

ln nial hikes a a ao ghia $12, 053 $44, 892 $81, 651 $118,463 | $163,049 | $208,479 


| 
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Exuisit D 


Billing comparison, Lower Valley Power & Light, Inc. 
a apes enninnerercimeriniomsiocaciicictammanimtimibenarmEde mma =—e aerate ee 














1958 Kilowatt- Kilowatt Net bill! Schedule 

hours demand No. 162 
Sp 791, 550 2, 592 $4, 005. 91 $9, 506. 87 
camer lated eaenenabaricinhirnticniteeehiilididl 629, 100 2, 125 3, 557. 24 7, 680, 40 
MEAP - ons on. onesie sietn eee sw ne eset s-awnes 677, 500 1,970 3, 551. 19 7, 739. 25 
April.........---------------------------------- 633, 400 1, 790 3, 173. 14 7, 155, 60 
May...----.-------------- neh Enaeadaesensseses 328, 000 1, 590 2, 300. 00 4, 840, 50 
June. ..---.------------------- ~aessagassueseso 470, 350 2, 215 3, 113. 56 6, 632, 03 
FUlY . 252. 12-0 eons e nee 522-2 nee eee 728, 250 2, 640 4, 479. 77 9, 669. 63 
Wags 23tt tos. Stzcscsinaep onsite sdaecaeen 759, 100 2, 810 4, 494. 07 9, 655. 65 
eee inna aeeiaiaigns an 659, 750 2, 490 4, 157.05 8, 976, 88 
SE a dacakwnannccensebsccnqugsansuceesesese 556, 600 2, 230 3, 419. 53 7, 382. 40 
Neveminer. -. J200 Sails. Si esa ess 715, 000 2, 740 4, 229, 87 9, 253. 50 
December... ... 2. 200s sence ene nner eneno eee e-- | 914, 900 2, 410 4, 279.15 10, 008. 35 
NE leaks | bvailssadiisdaeseiiasiigeainecsiacs 44, 760. 48 98, 501,06 
Plus wheeling charge from Goshen to Palisades__}........-...--].-....--------|-------------- 3607. 58 
eet O00 il) MOU Loki Jou ial ek aye aataes | 44,760.48 | 102, 108.61 

{ 





| As billed by U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, schedule R1-S2. 
2 This is what power would have cost had it been purchased from Utah Power & Light Co. 


MARcH 25, 1959. 
Hon. GALE W. McGEE, 
U.S. Senator, Washington, D.C. 


Dear GALE: We in the Star Valley area have strong feelings that the Burns 
Creek Dam site on the Snake River should be completed. 

In the very near future the Lower Valley Power & Light, Inc., will have 
to procure additional power, based on conservative estimates. It is my under- 
standing that all of the Palisades power is allocated. If the above firm were to 
purchase additional power, it would have to be purchased from the Utah 
Power & Light Co. The power cost plus “wheeling” charges to bring it to 
Lower Valley’s distribution system would make the energy more than 2% 
times the cost of the Palisades power they are presently buying. 

As you are perhaps aware, the above firm serves all of the Star Valley, Jack- 
son Hole, Moran areas, as well as the Swan Valley and Greys Lake areas of 
Idaho. Since they serve many people in outlying areas that private com- 
panies wouldn’t, you can readily see that they have high distribution costs. It 
would be crippling if more power does not become available at rates com- 
parable to the Palisades power. They could not serve our areas with bearable 
rates on Utah Power & Light energy. 

I am sure our area is only representative of the power needs of other rural 
areas. 

You no doubt have been informed by labor and other interests in the Kemmerer 
vicinities that should the Burns Creek Dam be built, Utah Power & Light Co. 
would not complete their proposed plant in the Kemmerer area. I am sure 
that you will agree this is only a bluff, as this firm has already made siz- 
able investment in acquisitions for the purpose of their plant. I have no fear at 
all that the building of the Burns Creek Dam will defeat or even delay the pro- 
posed Kemmerer plant of the Utah Power & Light Co. 

In the interest of acute power shortage and badly needed employment in our 
immediate area, I sincerely solicit your support for this needed project. It 
certainly is in accord with your very excellent Senate address on “Western 
Responsibility in the Nation’s Future.” 

With kind personal regards, I am 

Yours very truly, 
DoYLeE F.. CHILD, 
Mayor, Town of Afton. 


STATEMENT OF RAWLINS J. HARPER 


I am Rawlins J. Harper. I reside in Raft River Valley where I have ranched 
and farmed all my life. 

I am a Republican chairman of boards of county commissioner of Cassia 
County. I am also chairman of the board of supervisors of East Cassia Soil 
Conservation District. I am treasurer of the board of supervisors of the 
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Cassia Creek Irrigation Co. I am also the first counselor of the presidency of 
the Raft River Stake of the Church of Jesus Christ of the Latter-day Saints. 

A statement from the Raft River Stake endorsing Burns Creek project is 
attached here and a resolution in support of the project from board of com- 
missioners of Cassia County is also attached. The reason for our interest in the 
Burns Creek project is that practically all of the richly productive development 
of Cassia County depends on irrigation supplied by electric pumping, either 
from the Snake River itself or by deep well pumping. Practically the whole 
county depends on the Bureau of Reclamation for their power supply. 

The assessed valuation of our county is in excess of $14 million of which at 
least 95 percent is derived from agriculture and livestock. 

In the years of 1984 and 1935 this area suffered tremendous damage as the 
result of a low water year in the upper Snake River and its tributaries. If 
such a water year should reoccur with the great increase of developments since 
1934, the damage would be incalculable. 

Conditions at this very momeut indicate that 1960 could be such a year. 
Burns Creek project, if constructed, can relieve this fear of impending disaster 
by the 100,000 acre-feet of insurance storage on the river and by the additional 
generating capacity to supply us with low cost power for pumping of irriga- 
tion water. 

I am authorized by the four organizations I mentioned before and the Repub- 
lican Cassia County central committee to appear before this committee and to 
urge you and the Congress to take whatever action is necessary to make the 
Burns Creek project possible. 

We the representatives of the Raft River Stake of the Church of Jesus 
Christ of the Latter-day Saints do urge that the Burns Creek project be con- 
structed by the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation as provided for in Senate bill 281 
as a vital and necessary development of water resources in the upper Snake 
River: 

Respectfully submitted. 

RAWLINS J. HARPER, 

First Counselor of Presidency. 
Epwin H. PASKETT, 

Clerk of Raft River Presidency. 


Country or Cassia, IDAHO, 


Burley, February 8, 1960. 
Hon. WALTER ROGERS, 


Chairman, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


Deak Mr. Rocers: The following resolution was adopted by the Board of 
County Commissioners of Cassia County, Idaho, on a motion made by Commis- 
sioner J. Weldon Beck, and seconded by Commissioner John A. Clark, and unan- 
imously passed in regular session on February 8, 1960. 


“RESOLUTION 
“We are in favor of the Burns Creek project as proposed in House bill 1235 
to be constructed and operated by the Bureau of Reclamation. 
“The economy and development of our entire county depends upon irrigation 
both by surface water and deep-well pumping. Burns Creek will provide extra 


storage for our surface irrigation and low-cost power which is essential for 
deep-well pumping. 


“Therefore we feel that Burns Creek is a very necessary project to stabilize 
our economy and provide for future orderly development.” 


Very truly yours, 
R. J. HARPER, 
Chairman, Board of County Commissioners. 
Mr. Rocers. Mr. Paskett, will you go first ? 
Mr. Pasxerr. First, I would like to place a letter from our State 
representative, Vard Chatburn, for reading into the record. 

Mr. Rogers. Is that a relatively short letter? 
Mr. Paskerr. It is a one-page letter. 
Mr. Rocrrs. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

51710—60—_28 
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(The letter referred to is as follows:) 
HOovuSsE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Boise, February 11, 1960. 

DEAR Epwin: Pursuant to our conversation, I am enclosing part of a letter J 
wrote to Budge which will probably suffice as testimony. 

I would like to avail myself of the opportunity of voicing my opinion on 
matters concerning and in support of the Burns Creek Reservoir. While in 
speaking for myself I know my constituents of Cassia County are in agreement. 
AS you are well aware this was not the case when legislation was proposed to 
build a Federal dam in Hells Canyon. 

Irrigation is the lifeblood of our area, whether it be from surface streams or 
drilled wells. Into this picture the Burns Creek Reservoir fits perfectly since it 
will insure surface stream water to finish a crop should we have another drought 
and will insure power for pumping our wells should we encounter another 
shortage of power as we did prior to the building of the Palisades Dam. During 
that period of shortage my electrical rate had to be increased 15 percent to pay 
wheeling charges to the Idaho Power Co. What with all our production costs 
mounting we are fearful least we again be faced with a similar wheeling charge, 
These fears are substantiated by a growth rate that indicates we will have again 
reached a point of utilization of electricity by 1968 or 1964, where it would be 
possible and probable, in my opinion, to again be faced with a shortage of power. 

Burns Creek should be considered as a unit of Palisades as originally planned, 
and as such needs to be built in order that Palisades function to the best of its 
ability. Burns Creek’s paramount importance as a regulating reservoir for 
proper irrigation water level control, as insurance for water in case of drought 
and nearly doubling the electrical output make it duly justifiable. Congress 
should allow this worthwhile project thus enabling the people to get the most 
from the money already expended. 

Yours truly, 
J. VARD CHATBURN. 


Mr. Paskett. I also have testimony of Alex Radin, who was unable 
to be here. He would like to have it incorporated into the record. 

Mr. Rocers. Without objection, Mr. Radin’s testimony or statement 
will be received following the testimony of this group of witnesses. 

Mr. Paskerr. As has been brought out, the southern part of Idaho 
is a dry, arid district in Idaho and depends largely upon the irrigation 
of the lands for productivity. 

There are some areas which are irrigated through the Snake River 
Valley, through the waters of the Snake. Adjacent to it are small 
streams. These small streams are in greater part early run of the 
snowfall, and in the late growing season they usually are very low, if 
not dried up. 

That makes it necessary for supplemental water, through pump 
irrigation. 

Now, there are a few points that I feel I should clarify. 

There was a statement made here yesterday that 7 to 8 mills per 
kilowatt was what the farmers under Utah Power & Light were paying 
for electrical energy for pumping, after the tax rollback was con- 
sidered. 

I would like to make that clear. I do not think the witness wanted 
it left up that way. 

This is not considered in the rate. That tax rollback is a tax consid- 
eration made to the Utah Power & Light Co. for those taxes which 
are for the lines used in pumping purposes. As the electricity is 
put on the land, the land developed, the assessed valuation rises in that 
land. Therefore, there is a consideration in taxes to the Utah Power 
& Light, considering they pay it back to the pumper, and that should 
not be considered in the rate at all. 
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I also have a paper clipping here, which was sent to me by airmail, 
It is from the Idaho State Journal, Thursday, February 11, 1960. We 
heard some of the losses that were sustained through the development 
of Palisades. This is a short statement here in the paper. It comes 
under two parts. I would only like to read four or five lines. 

Utah Power & Light Co. reports it had a net income of $9,062,375, or $1.85 a 
share during 1959. This was a 6-percent increase over the next income of 1958. 
I would like that incorporated into the minutes, if possible. _ 

Mr. Rocers. You have read from the article. A newspaper article 
I think would not be proper for the record. We would be glad to 
receive it for the file. 

Mr. PasKerr. There is one other point that has not been brought 
out here. According to my information, through integration, there 
is 25,000 acre-feet of water that is storage in Burns Creek, of the 
100,000 for irrigation that will be used on a year-to-year basis. 

It has been reported here that it would be used possibly three times 
in 50 years. There is 25,000 through integration that will be used 
ona year-to-year basis. 

And there is one other point I would like brought out. The weather 
conditions of this year can well be a 1934 or 1935 problem. 

In meeting with the Department of Reclamation, which is the 
administrative body of irrigation in Idaho, 2 weeks ago they stated 
that as of February 1 that we had a 45-percent water supply for this 
year. 

' The reservoirs on the Snake, the Boise River, have storage that 
will carry them through this year, but with no surplus at the end. 

Our load growth in that area is very fast. It has been stated here 
that there were 90,000 kilowatts of power proposed at Burns Creek. 
In our cooperative, we have a load growth of 20 percent. And as this 
installation is completed, the load growth will pretty much keep up 
to it. 

It has been reported that there is no shortage of power in that 
area, Which is true at the moment. Before Palisades came in, we 
were paying a 15-percent surcharge for buying power through Idaho 
Power Co. lines. 

Mr. Rogers. Paying how much ? 

Mr. Pasxerr. 15 percent surcharge to the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion. 

When Palisades came in, that relieved the problem. By the time 
the last generator was put on the line, we had already exceeded our 
contract again. Through negotiating and integration with Idaho 
Power and the Bureau through an exchange agreement, we acquired 
30,000 more, which is going to hold us until 1963. 

It has been stated here in testimony that in the power industry 
they always looked ahead. If Burns Creek were to be approved now, 
we would be out of power by that time, by the time it was on the 
line, 

It is true that there are other suppliers in the area. We have 
been negotiating with one and spent much time during the time we 
were hard pressed, before Palisades came on the line, but we could not 


get it at a rate reasonable enough to pump under the conditions that 
we are under. 


I believe that is all that I have right now. 
Mr. Roeers. Thank you, Mr. Paskett. 
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Do you have any questions, Mrs. Pfost ? 

Mr. Ullman? 

Mr. Utiman. Very briefly, Mr. Paskett, I was interested in this 
25,000 acre-feet. It was stated here that the 100,000 was to be used 
only in the unseasonally dry years, maybe three times out of a hun- 
dred. Now, what you are saying is that that is not correct, that there 
will be 25,000 acre-feet used every year, and that the full 100,000 wil] 
be available for use in the dry years? 

Mr. Pasxerr. That is correct. 

Mr. Utiman. I am glad to have that in the record; and also the 
fact that this could be one of those dry years. 

Mr. Paskerr. The way things look right now, it is possible. The 
snow supply is very low, right now. 

Mr. Utitman. Have you ever approached any of the power com- 
panies in your area, either Idaho or Utah, as to the availability and 
price of power? 

Mr. Pasxerr. We have. We have done quite a lot of negotiating 
with the Idaho Power Co. 

Mr. Utitman. Have you ever been given a price, been quoted a 
price ¢ 

Mr. Paskerr. We have been quoted a price. In Idaho there is not 
a published wholesale rate on Idaho power. They have taken each 
individual case, put it before the utility commission, and arrived at 
a price in that way. 

Mr. Uttman. Were you givena price? 

Mr. Pasxerr. We were. 

Mr. Uttman. What was that? 

Mr. Paskerr. The way the price figures out is between 9 and 10 
mills, as near as we can figure, for what our use would be on it. 

Mr. Utitman. Compared with what cost or similar power to the 
Bureau of Reclamation ? 

Mr. Paskerr. Approximately 5 mills. 

Mr. Utitman. Approximately 5. In other words, about double. 

Mr. Pasxertr. Almost. 

Mr. Uttman. What would that kind of a power rate do to your 
system ? 

Mr. Pasxerr. There are many of our pumping projects that would 
be closed down. 

Mr. Uximan. I think we were told they sold to irrigators for 7 
mills. Do you mean they are quoting a higher price on a wholesale 
rate than they are actually giving on a retail rate to the farmers? 

Mr. Pasxert. I am glad you asked that question, because that in 
fact is what is happening. At one time, when we were negotiating 
with Idaho Power, we requested that we be put on their regular pump 
rate, and they rejected that and said that that was a subsidized rate 
and they could not give us a subsidized rate for wholesale power. 

Mr. Uttman. And if you do not get Burns Creek, as I understand 
your testimony, come 1963, then you are going to be completely at 
the mercy of the power company as a source of supply ; is that correct! 

Mr. Pasxerr. At the present time, that is the way it looks. They 
will be the only source of supply available to us. 

Mr. Utiman. In a way, they are competitors, are they not? 
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Mr. Pasxetr. Correct. 

Mr. Uttman. So you would have to rely on them, and you have 
no assurance that you could get the electricity, certainly at less than 
10 mills ? 

Mr. Pasxetr. That is right. 

Mr. Utitman. That is all. 

Mr. Rocrrs, Mr, Hintze, you may proceed. 

Mr. Hin Tze. Mr. Chairman, I have some short statements here 
from various organizations and people in my locality that I would like 
to have made part of the record. 

Mr. Rogers. What are those statements, Mr. Hintze? 

Mr. Hintze. They are just short statements on Burns Creek, one 
from the chairman of the Salmon River E lectric, one from our county 
commissioner, one from our mayor of Mackay, one from our mayor of 
Moore, one from our Big Lost River Irrigation District, and one from 
a groceryman in Moore, and another one from the manager of the 
Lost River Electric, Mackay, Idaho. 

Mr. RoaGers. They are all short ? 


Mr. Hintze. They are all short. And then I have a lengthy re- 
port here from the new West Side Irrigation Corp. They are trying 
to get underway on the west side of Idaho Falls. They have gone to 

sat length to make this up, and they wish it to become part of the 
record. They are a new co-op, a 100 percent irrigation co-op. 

Mr. Roaers. How long is that statement ? 


Mr. Hintze. Well, there are six or eight pages, and m: Ups, and so on. 


Mr. Rocrrs. Without objection, the letters and communications you 
listed will be received for the ree ord. 


(The communications referred to follow :) 


SALMON River ELectric CooperATIVE, INC., 


Challis, Idaho, February 10, 1960. 
Hon. WALTER ROGERS, 


Chairman, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, Interior and Insular 
Affairs, House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Sir: At a recent meeting of the board of directors of the Salmon River 
Electric Cooperative, Challis, Idaho, the following resolution was adopted: 

Resolved, That the Salmon River Electric Cooperative support proposed leg- 
islation of the construction of the Burns Creek Dam project, Senate bill 281, 
in order to provide more irrigation and electric power generation facilities. 

A great shortage of electric power already exists, the future of the electric 
cooperatives, who are serving the rural areas, depends on the availability of 
firm power allocations. 

With the construction of the Burns Creek project the situation would be 
greatly improved, and would allow the electric cooperatives, the farmers, and 
ranchers to make plans for the future. 

Very truly yours, 
M. R. Lirerat, Presi:ent. 
Refer to Senate bill 281. 
Hon. WALTER Rogers, 
Chairman of the Irrigation and Reclamation Subcommittee, 
House of Representatives: 

I am Russell Anderson, county commissioner of Custer County. I have re- 
sided in the Lost River Valley, at Mackay, Idaho, for 20 years, where my 
brothers and I have farmed and raised both range cattle and dairy herds. I am 
familiar with the needs of this part of the State. One of our worst hazards 


here is the lack of a necessary supply of water to assure us 2 crop from year 
to year. 
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Therefore I am in favor and urge Senate bill 281 to become law. We need 
Burns Creek reregulating dam to supply us with a reasonable supply and rate 
of electricity so that we can raise the underground water to the surface. This 
will stabilize our operations. 

It sounds kind of silly to me that we should have to depend on the ¢oa] 
miners of Wyoming to make high-cost electricity for us to buy, when the low. 
eost electricity its running down the river practically in our own backyards 
Yet this is what our opponents want us to do. 

RUSSELL C. ANDERSON, 


VILLAGE OF MACKAY, IDAHO, 
February 10, 1960, 
Hon. WALTER ROGERS, 
Chairman, Irrigation and Reclamation Subcommittee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. Rogers: We urge the passage of Senate bill 281 (construction of 
Burns Creek Dam on the upper Snake River in Idaho). 

It is our understanding that by the construction of this dam some 90,0 
kilowatts of electricity for purchase by rural electric and other nonprofit whole 
sale power customers will be available. 

We have within our valley some 20,000 acres of good tillable soil that can 
be irrigated through pumping if source of power at an average seasonal cost 
to the farmer can be obtained. 

If this Federal hydroelectric plant is approved by the House of Representa. 
tives it will provide pumping rates at one-half the cost of private power company 
rates within our area. Therefore if S. '281 becomes law, it will provide homes 
and a good living for some 50 additional families in our sparsely settled com- 
munity, which in turn would greatly improve the economic situation within 
our village. 

Very sincerely yours, 
VILLAGE OF MAcKAy, 
By H1ILMER Linpsure, Mayor. 


MooreE, IpAno, February 11, 1960. 
Re Senate bill No. 281. 
Hon. WALTER ROGERS, 
Chairman of Irrigation and Reclamation Subcommittee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Sir: I consider it a great honor and privilege to be asked to write to 
such a distinguished and important person as yourself. 

Realizing your time is of extreme value and importance, I feel I should get 
right to the point. 

Recalling the above-stated Senate bill No. 281 in regard to Burns Creek Dan, 
it seems that it should be most logical and important that this dam should come 
into existence as a great means for additional flood control as well as a very 
much needed additional power supply. 

Inasmuch as our natural resources, such as coal and oil, are very rapidly 
diminishing from the face of the earth, do you not readily agree that we should 
make the most of those that do not diminish from year to year? 

In our particular locality we are faced with a grave situation of having to 
pump much of our irrigation water, which to we farmers is a very costly and 
sometimes unprofitable operation. 

This dam would supply us with a much needed additional power supply and 
reduce rates in the future, which is of utmost importance to the farmers all over 
this area. 

We would greatly appreciate your cooperation and efforts to see this dam 
become a reality. 

I sincerely thank yon for your time and consideration in this matter. 

Respectfully yours, 


Bup GAme_Ett, Mayor of Village of Moore. 
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Bie Lost RIver IRRIGATION DIstTRIctT, 
Mackay, Idaho, February 11, 1960. 
Hon. WALTER ROGERS, 
Chairman, Irrigation Reclamation Subcommittee, 
House of Representatives, 
Washin9Jton, D.C. 


Dear Sir: This is a statement of the Big Lost River Irrigation District, whose 
office address is Mackay, Idaho. 
We would like to go on record as voting in favor of the Burns Creek project. 
The interest of the people in this valley is electricity at a lower rate. Looking 
at our future needs in this respect, we support this development. 
Sincerely, 


RicHarp C. ROTHWELL, President. 


Moore, Ipano, February 11, 1960. 
Hon. WALTER ROGERS, 


Chairman, Irrigation and Reclamation Subcommittee, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 


Mr. CHAIRMAN: I am vitally interested in the Burns Creek Dam, Senate bill 
281, since I own and operate a general merchandise store here in the heart of the 
Big Lost River Valley and am well acquainted with the irrigation problems of 
the farmers of this area who are my customers and friends. 

Many of the farmers supplement their water rights—and some of them irri- 
gate entirely—with water pumped from deep wells and they need a dependable 
low-cost electricity with which to pump the water. 

The farmers of this valley are being served by the Lost River Electric Co- 
operative and the power comes from Palisades Dam which is upstream from 
the proposed Burns Creek Dam. 

In a few short years the block of power allocated at present to the Lost River 
Plectric Cooperative from the Palisades Dam will not be enough to take care of 
the needs of this valley and I believe the Burns Creek Dam will be the answer 
to that future need. 

Sincerely yours, 
Eiprep L. BRAITHWITE, 
Valley Mercantile. 


Lost River ELectric CooPpeRATIVE, INC., 
Mackay, Idaho, February 10, 1960. 
Hon. WALTER ROGERS, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR Mr. Rocers: My name is Al M. Kaasen. I am manager of the Lost 
River Electric Cooperative, Ine. an REA financed electric distribution co- 
operative serving some 1,000 members in the Lost River Valley with headquar- 
ters in Mackay, Idaho. 

We strongly urge Burns Creek project be built because of the great public 
benefits this project will bring to our area. 

For many years our system growth was slow and our people were unable to 
use electricity to the best of their interests, more particularly to irrigate due 
to the high costs of wholesale power. 

Shortly after we began to receive Bureau of Reclamation power and we were 
able to give our people a better rate there was a great increase in its usage; 
it placed our people in a favorable living environment by the use of electric 
cooking, water heating, and all general purposes plus a rate that irrigation 
was made practicable. 

We had many ranches and farms that by not having enough water from our 
small dam and reservoir, on Lost River were submarginal operations. With 
a rate whereby people could pump underground water, we are finding these 
ranches and farms are now in a favorable economic situation. 
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When people find they can pump from underground sources on an economical 
basis, we find the demands are increasing to a point that by 1960 or 1961 
we will be up to or over our contract with the Bureau of Reclamation. 

Studies show that ultimately we can use about 10,000 kilowatts for irriga. 
tion power at rates based on the cost of Burns Creek power. 

A parallel situation exists in the service area of other cooperatives located 
in eastern Idaho. 

Indirect irrigation by use of power produced with falling water that is used 
for direct irrigation is indeed, in my mind, multiple use of resources for recla- 
mation (water by wire). 

Burns Creek will provide the maximum use of the Palisades project for just 

ch use. 

" aaeiiaie Burns Creek must be considered an integral part of the Pailsades 
Dam and we urge you to report Burns Creek favorable and recommend that 
it be passed by the House. 
Respectfully yours, 
A. M. KAasen, Manager. 

Mr. Rogers. And if you will submit the statement of the West Side 
Electric Irrigation Cooperative, Inc., we will go over it with the 
ranking member on the Republican side, and if it is acceptable for the 
record it will be included, and if not, it will be included in the file. 
(The statement referred to may be found on p. 399.) 

Mr. Hin7ze. I would like to state further, on the West Side Electric: 
They are purely an irrigation project. They cannot operate on this 
ground that they are trying to irrigate now without a very reasonable 
rate of electricity, due to the fact that they are further out on the 
desert and have to reach farther for the water, and the cost goes up 
when the well goes down, and it has come to the point where it is almost 
an impossibility. And they are trying to organize a co-op there 
and get under the benefits of Palisades when it comes along and gets 
underway. 

Mr. Rogers. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Hinvrze. I have a short statement of my own that I would like 
to read. 

Mr. Rocers. Fine, you may proceed. 

Mr. Hintze. I have farmed all my life. Therefore, I have a great 
interest in the economy of the valley. 

We have in Lost River Valley about 30,000 acres of good farmland 
which has not enough water available except through pumping sub- 
terranean water, of which there isa good supply. 

Since we have received Palisades power, some of the people have 
been able to pump enough additional water to secure themselves. A 
large amount of this power, such as that produced by Burns Creek, 
can very profitably be used, in our valley, for irrigation, and will 
substantially stabilize a sound economy for the whole valley. 

I should like to submit to the committee Resolution No. 13, adopted 
by our Idaho State Reclamation Association, Inc., at its last annual 
meeting. Since it is short, I should like to read it. 


RESOLUTION No. 13. ENDORSEMENT OF THE BURNS CREEK PROJECT 


Whereas the proposed Burns Creek Reservoir on Snake River will serve 
as an equalizing reservoir stabilizing downstream riverflows and making it 
possible to more fully utilize power production for peaking purposes at Palisades 
Dam, besides furnishing 100,000 acre-feet of additional storage, mostly for supple- 
mental use in dry years, thereby helping to replace water being consumed by 
new ground water pumping projects ; and 

Whereas applications have already been received from owners of space in 
Palisades Reservoir to purchase Burns Creek space in an amount considerably 
in excess of the 100,000 acre-feet available, which is the best possible evidence 
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of the value attributed by the Snake River irrigators to the Burns Creek project; 
and 

Whereas this project would represent a capital investment by the Government 
that directly and indirectly would repay its cost many times over during the 
years of its useful life, representing also another step forward towards the com- 
plete development of the water resources of Snake River: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Idaho State Reclamation Association, meeting at Idaho 
Falls, September 25-26, 1959, endorse the proposed Burns Creek project, now 
being considered by the Congress of the United States, on condition that the 
legislation shall include authorization for assumption by Palisades power 
system of one-third of the annual cost of the winter power loss now borne by the 
water users under the Minidoka-Palisades contracts, and request the members of 
the Idaho congressional delegation to give that project their full and active 
support ; and, be it further 


Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be transmitted to the members of the 
Idaho congressional delegation. 

Mr. Rocrers. Thank you, Mr. Hintze. 

Does that conclude your statement, now, Mr. Hintze? 

Mr. Hinrze. I have a few more items I would like to discuss. 

Yesterday I had the pleasure of listening to Mr. Naughton from the 
Utah Power Co. paint a beautiful picture of the spud raisers, spud 
growers, in Idaho. I happen to be one of those spud growers. I wish 
the picture was as good as he painted. I would just like to correct 
the picture just a little bit. He made one statement that was correct. 
We do on an average raise 200 sacks of potatoes a year. And he 
quoted them at $2.50 a hundred, which he says is $500 an acre. That 
sounds good. But it is not that good. 

On an average, there is less than 75 percent of those potatoes that 
are marketable. The rest go down the drain. They are culls. That 
cuts a fourth off of that picture. 

The next thing is that you only raise spuds on that ground once 
inevery 3 years. You do not raise them every year. That cuts them 
three times in half again. 

Then it costs $100 an acre to plant those spuds and fertilize the 
ground and harvest them. 

And, furthermore, two and a half dollars a hundred is not an 
average price. That is way above the average. 

So if we come out with 2 bits to 4 bits a hundred, we are doin 

very good, as profit. And sometimes if you are not a good farmer ad 
have a low yield, you go in the hole. So that spud picture is not 
as rosy as it could have been. 

I would like to further state that we have no disagreements with 
the power company. We have had good relations with them. Just 
like Mr. Naughton said, we have h: ad no quarrels. We do not want 
any. 

We want to live. But they do not want to live with us. They ask 
a wholesale price higher to us than the retail electricity to their own 
customers. We just simply cannot live with that kind of a price. 
We would not have any pumping or underground irrigation in our 
valley today if we still had the rate, because ‘the people could not pay 
for it. 

This pumping that has been developed in our valley has been de- 
veloped since we got on reclamation power. And that is the only way 
we can keep it dev eloping—unless the power company wants to come 
along and give us a comparable price. 

I think that is about all I have to say. 
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Mr. Rogers. Thank you, Mr. Hintze. 

Mrs. Pfost? 

Mrs. Prosr. I would like to compliment you, Mr. Hintze, upon an 
excellent statement. And I appreciate the further remarks you have 
made with regard to your own experience in producing potatoes in 
Idaho. Your remarks graphically go to the heart of the thing I was 

talking about when I said the farmers in your area cannot afford to 
pay $13 anacre for irrigation water. 

Do you, Mr. Hintze, ‘have drilled irrigation wells in your valley? 

Mr. Hintze. I have one on my own “farm, and we have 40 in the 
whole valley at the present time, and it is growing rapidly. As fast 
as people can get the money and get around to it, they are drilling 
additional wells. 

Mrs. Prost. How deep do you have to drill? 

Mr. Hintze. All the way from 10 feet to 200 feet. In my well I 
happen to have water at 10 feet. Others go 100 feet. It is reasonable. 
Some of them have to go 200 and 300 feet. It is all according to how 
far out on the desert they get, or how far away they get from the 
river. 

Mrs. Prost. You spoke of the West Side Irrigation District having 
to go deeper for their water. Approximately what is the depth of 
their wells? Do you know ¢ 

Mr. Hintze. Oh, they are going down as deep as 500 feet. 

Mrs. Prost. That means that there will be additional power costs? 

Mr. Hintze. That isright. It takes more horsepower. 

Mr. Prost. But you say you have a good supply of water at 10 feet? 

Mr. Hintze. That is right. 

Mrs. Prost. So your lift is only 10 feet ? 

Mr. Hintze. That is right. 

Mrs. Prost. So your power bill would not be as great as that of 
someone who had to lift the water 500 feet ? 

Mr. Hintze. That is right. They probably get an inch to the horse- 
power, where I get 10 inches to the horsepower. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Rocers. Mr. Saylor? 

Mr. Sartor. I have been looking on the map, trying to find Mackay, 
Idaho. Where is it located ? 

Mr. Hintze. In central Idaho. Thirty miles from the atomic energy 
plant out there at Arco. 

Mr. Sartor. None of the maps that we have had submitted show 
that part of Idaho. That is why I was wondering whether or not your 
place did exist. 

Mr. Hintze. Well, we are kind of tucked away in the mountains, 
there. 

Mr. Sartor. All right. And how far are you from the proposed 
Burns Creek Reservoir ? 

Mr. Hintze. Oh, I would say in the neighborhood of 140 miles, or 
130 miles. 

Mr. Sartor. Now, how long have you lived in that community? 

Mr. Hintze. Since 1919. 

Mr. Saytor. Apparently you must have gone there with your dad. 

Mr. Hinrze. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Sartor. Still living, is he? 
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Mr. Hintze. No, sir. 

Mr. Saytor. Was he a homesteader ? 

Mr. Hintze. No, we moved in there just behind the Indians. There 
were no roads or anything, but we moved in. 

Mr. Saytor. And how much acreage do you have ? 

Mr. Hinze. I have, with grazing and all, in the neighborhood of 
350 acres. 

Mr. Sartor. How big a family ? 

Mr. Hinrze. I havea family. 

Mr. Sartor. I say: How big a family? 

Mr. Hintze. Three. 

Mr. Sartor. Your wife and two children ? 

Mr. Hinrze. My wife and three children. 

Mr. Sartor. And they go to school in the town of Mackay ? 

Mr. Hinrze. I have two in school in the college at Moscow and one 
at Mackay, Idaho. 

Mr. Saytor. How many other farmers are there in this Big Lost 
River Valley, in the area where you live? I mean roughly. 

Mr. Hintze. Well, in our system we have a thousand meters. 

Mr. Sartor. A thousand meters 4 

Mr. Hin'rze. A thousand meters. Of course, we have two or three 
little towns. I would say 500 farms. 

Mr. Saytor. And most of those farms out there are a combination 
of irrigation and dryland farming ? 

Mr. Hinrze. No dryland farming. They are all irrigation or 
grazing, cattle raising, or sheep. 

Mr. Sayvor. You rotate crops, you say, every 3 years? 

Mr. Hintze. That is the way I do it. 

Mr. Sartor. Back in my State we do it every 5 years. That is 
why I asked. I know a little bit about farming, too. I did not get 
this walk from walking a hard city street. I want you to know I was 
born on a farm. I walked behind a plow, too. I know a little bit 
about farming. So it is not just everybody in Idaho that has a 
monopoly on farming. 

Now, how many acres of potatoes do you grow a year? 

Mr. Hintze. Oh, I try to get around 60 to 80 acres a year. 

Mr. Sartor. Sixty to eighty acres a year. Well, do you average 
70 acres a year? 

Mr. Hinrzr. Oh, approximately. This year I had 60. Last year 
Thad 80. 

Mr. Sartor. And of course the price varies with the quality of the 
potatoes that you grow and market. Is that right? 

Mr. Hintze. Mostly with the market. 

Mr. Saytor. Always with first quality potatoes? 

Mr. Hintze. That is right. 

Mr. Sartor. I will tell you very frankly: I have never gotten a bad 
Idaho potato that has been shipped back east. That is more than I 
can say for some from my own community. The grading system you 
use out there is excellent, and the system of merchandising I think is 
one of the finest in the country. 

Do you sell your potatoes through a co-op ? 

Mr. Hinrze. No, I grade my own and ship them direct from one 
of the biggest, potato growers in the State. 
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Mr. Sartor. Well, now, you said it costs you around $100 to plant 
and harvest your potatoes ¢ 

Mr. Hintze. That is right. 

Mr. Sartor. You do not include in that the cost of your machin- 
ery, do you? 

Mr. Hinrzz. No. That was not hardly figured in there. But then 
it can be figured into that $100. 

The seed alone for that takes 15 sacks of potatoes to the acre, and 
the way Mr. Naughton had that priced the other day, that is pretty 
good money for seed potatoes, 

Mr. Sartor. It has always been my information that in the spring 
of the year you have to pay a little more. The sare thing is true out 
in Idaho? 

Mr. Hinrzz. Well, no, they are usually less in the spring of the 
year. That is the way it was last year. The closer it got to spring, 
the cheaper it got. 

Mr. Sartor. Seed potatoes? 

Mr. Hinze. Sold them for six bits a hundred. 

Mr. Sartor. Seed potatoes? 

Mr. Hinrze. Seed potatoes. That is right. 

Mr. Sartor. Then I will have to have my friends in the East send 
out for some of those six-bit potatoes, because we cannot buy certified 
seed potatoes back there in the East for anything like that much. I 
think you had better start looking into it as a possible market. 

Mr. Hinrze. We are ready. We will fill the orders. You send 
them out. 

Mr. Sartor. You say it costs you $100. How many people do you 
use to harvest that crop ? 

Mr. Hinrzz. Well, this fall I had about 50 there. They hand pick 
them, you know. 

Mr. Sartor. You arrange with the Department of Labor to bring 
people into your area for stoop labor ? 

Mr. Hintzz. I have a contract with a bunch of Mexicans, migrating 
Mexicans, that come in there in harvesting season. 

Mr. Sartor. And you are required to provide quarters for them? 

Mr. Hintze. That is right. 

Mr. Sartor. Do you have any other crops that you grow out there 
for which you need that stoop labor ? 

Mr. Hinze. No. 

Mr. Sartor. Is there anybody out in your valley that requires more 
stoop labor other than for harvesting potatoes ? 

Mr. Hintze. No; very little. They are pretty well mechanized for 
all the rest of the operations. 

Mr. Sartor. Have you got your farm cleared ? 

Mr. Hintze. No, sir. ; 

Mr. Sartor. Well, then, your farm is like most of the farms in 
America ? 

Mr. Hinze. That is another thing. Mr. Naughton says these farm- 
ers all live in good houses and drive good cars. But I was wondering 
whether they are all paid for or not. 

Mr. Saytor. Well, they are probably paid for, the same as the peo- 
ple who live in the city live in good houses. You know most of them 
are not paid for, either. We have to keep this business going. Every- 
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body has to make a little money along the line. You have to borrow 
a little. Bankers have to loan a little. That is just one of those rou- 
tine things that help keep this country going. ‘toss 

Have you known of any farmers in your area that have failed in the 
last number of years ? 

Mr. Hinze. Oh, yes. 

Mr. Sartor. How many ? 

Mr. Hintze. Well, sir, that takes a little study, but there are numer- 
ous of them. 

Mr. Sartor. Now did they fail because they had to pay this high 
price for electricity ? 

Mr. Hintze. Well, I do not think that had anything to do with it. 
Those that failed were not pumping. A little house electricity I do 
not suppose is going to break anybody. 

Mr. Sartor. What is the difference between the rate that you pay 
for pumping power and the rate that you would have to pay from one 
of the public utilities in the area, or private utilities in the area? 

Mr. Hintze. What do you mean? Wholesale rate ? 

Mr. Sayuor. The rate the farmer pays. 

Mr. Hintze. The retail rate to our own company ? 

Mr. Sayvor. To you, asa farmer? 

Mr. Hintze. Well, I have not got that rate with me, but it is higher 
than the power company’s people enjoy. 

Mr. Paskxetr. Chairman Rogers, was it not agreed this morning 
that we would all be able to present our testimony and then be ques- 
tioned afterward ¢ 

Mr. Rocers. Well, yes, Mr. Paskett. But as we started out, as I 
understood it, you wanted to be questioned at the time. 

Mr. Pasxetr. No; I understood that we would all be present. 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Paskett, there was no definite agreement on the 
thing at all. What we are trying to do is go along here and get it 
done just as quickly as possible. And the members seem to want to 
ask questions as we move along. Now, if they want to do it the other 


way, we will do it; but otherwise, I think we had better proceed just 
like we are going and hasten along. 


Mr. Saytor. I have no further questions. 

Thank you for your answers, Mr. Hintze. And I wish you luck in 
your farming. 

Mr. Hintze. Thank you. 

Mr. Utiman. Mr. Hintze, would the surplus power, the dump 


power, from Burns Creek make it possible to irrigate additional 
acres of land in that area? 


Mr. Hintze. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Uttman. Have you any idea how many acres could be irrigated 
from the surplus power, the off-season power, from Burns Creek ? 

Mr. Hinze. There are probably 20,000 acres left in the valley that 
need pumping water. 

Mr. Uttman. In the whole area where the power would be available; 
have you any idea ? 

Mr. Hintze. We estimate around 30,000 that need partial help and 
total help with pumps. 

Mr. Utiman. I might ask Mr. Paskett: Do you know how many 
total acres could be irrigated of new land—whether you would agree 
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with that figure of 30,000, from the surplus power available from Burns 
Creek # 

Mr. Pasxerr. I think so. 

Mr. Uttman. Was that taken into consideration in figuring the 
cost-benefit ratio ? 

Mr. Pasxerr. I understand it was not. The information that I have 
been given is that about one-third of the power as allocated would 
go to pumping purposes, if it is built, and as the application reads, 

Mr. Utuiman. In the Klamath Falls area in my district we raise 
real choice potatoes. My people are not doing nearly as well as you 
are doing according to testimony yesterday, and I am glad to get the 
record straight today. I think we are on a pretty comparable basis, 

Mr. Rocers. The next witness is Mr. Handy. 

Would you who follow him all prefer to go ahead and give your 
statements, and then have the questions submitted? We have no rea- 
son to do it otherwise, if you would rather do it that way. 

Then it is all right. You go right ahead, Mr. Handy. As soon 
as you are finished, we will call on the others and let them give their 
statements. 

Mr. Hanpy. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I am Leo Handy, State representative, member of the State board, 
and member of the school board. 

The village of Heyburn was incorporated in 1911 and named after 
the great Senator from that great State by the name of Heyburn, 
We bought and have operated since 1922 our own electrical system. 
And up until now, our only source of wholesale power has been the 
Bureau of Reclamation. 

In the past 3 years, agricultural processing plants have been com- 
ing into the area, which has made a large demand on our system for 
electricity. 

Now, in the village of Heyburn alone we have a processing and 
freezing plant that is nearly ready to start operation. It will employ 
1,200 people, and it will be the largest processing and freezing plant 
for potatoes in the world. It has a storage capacity of 14 million 
pounds that will be held at a temperature of zero degrees. 

Now, when this plant started talking about coming into our area, 
and we heard the demands for electrical energy that they would need, 
we started hunting a source of power. We contacted the Idaho Power 
Co., and they have no wholesale rate on file with the Public Utilities 
Commission. They would not give us a price. The only thing they 
wanted to do was to lease our lines and furnish the power to this plant 
through our lines, but settle it themselves. 

And to this day, we have not come to an agreement, although the 
Bureau of Reclamation has given us another allotment of power, 
which we are getting by with and will, we hope, until about 1963. 

The manager of this plant has asked us for 1,900 kilowatts by the Ist 
of next October and 2,600 kilowatts by the 1st of October 1963, which 
is an increase from our former load of 600 kilowatts in our own 
village. 

Now, our village has doubled—almost doubled, in the last 3 or 4 
years, and with the passage of a sewer bond this past fall—and the 
prospect is that when the people come in to operate the new plant, 
we believe our village will double in size in the next 2 years. 
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Now, all these potatoes that come into Heyburn to be processed are 
grown by irrigation—either surface irrigation or from deep wells. 
And the village of Heyburn, the people of the village of Heyburn, and 
the people of Minidoka County, strongly urge the passage of this 
Senate bill No. 281. 

And that, Mr. Chairman, concludes my statement, and I thank you 
very kindly. 

Mr. Rocrers, Thank you, Mr. Representative, for that statement and 
your summation of it. 

" T believe the next one on my list was Mr. Draney. 

Isthat correct? 

Mr. Draney. It is? I though there was one ahead of me. 

Mr. Rocers. Mr. Roberts? Is he the next one? 

Yes. 

Mr. Sartor. Mr. Chairman, I have some constituents over in my 
office, and I have to leave. 

Mr. Rocrrs. Mr. Roberts, you may proceed. 

Mr. Roserts. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, at 
our last board meeting, February 9, 1960, I was instructed to testify 
and file our statement endorsing Senate bill No. 281 and H.R. No. 1235, 
authorizing the construction of the Burns Creek Dam and hydro 
facilities. 

The growth of the Fall River system has been, during the summer- 
time, 15 percent per year; during the wintertime, 8 percent. 

We have now enough power contracted for to last us until the year 
of 1963. At the end of 1963 we will be looking for power elsewhere. 
That is according to our last. power-requirement study. 

Up until the Palisades hydro went into operation, we were purchas- 
ing our power from the Utah Power & Light Co. And, as was stated 
by Mr. Naughton yesterday, our relations as far as personalities are 
concerned, employees, and so forth, have been very good. They have 
been very cooperative in many ways. But there is something that 
was stated yesterday that will confirm my story about the cost of 
power. 

Our cost was very high for wholesale power. We were paying 
around 11 or 12 mills. And that is higher than the Utah Co. was 
charging their irrigation customers. As was stated yesterday by Mr. 
Naughton, they also had two customers, serving two phospate fur- 
naces, for 5 mills, and one for 5.7 mills. Now, had we been offered the 
price in that neighborhood, we would never have been a customer of 
the Bureau of Reclamation. 

I told the district manager before the Palisades came on that if 
they could sharpen their pencils and figure out a rate that we could 
live by, it would not be necessary for us to contract with the Bureau 
of Reclamation. This was never done. 

Another thing that I would like to bring to your attention is that 
Palisades definitely helped the Utah Power Co. ; that during the years 
of 1956 and 1957, during our high-peak months, was during the same 
time that they have their irrigation out in the Mud Lake country, 
where the Utah Power & Light Co. is now serving. They were also 
serving it at that time. 

We had a voltage condition which was low, and we had considerable 
trouble satisfying our members. We checked this voltage condition 
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and found that it was caused through the voltage being low coming 
into our system. This was confirmed by a visit to a plant operator, 
who informed us that they were serving low voltage during that time, 
They also stated that they were doing their best to hold the voltage 
up and they were doing something about it, and it would soon be 
corrected. 

I also talked to their engineer, Oliver Rexburg, who told me the 
same story, that they were trying to correct the situation. 

It was not until Burns Creek went on the dam we had no more 
trouble. 

So in view of that, the Utah Co. was definitely benefited in having 
Burns Creek on the line in the upper valley, where their voltages 
could be stabilized and hold their voltage up in that upper part of 
the Snake River Valley. 

Mr. Utitman. Mr. Chairman, could I interrupt? 

I believe you meant Palisades, instead of Burns Creek. 

Mr. Roserts. Palisades is correct, yes. 

Mr. Rogers. Does that conclude your statement ? 

Mr. Roserts. I have just one more remark that I would like to 
make, and that is that the object of the Fall River Electric Coopera- 
tive is to serve the members who could not get central station power 
in any other way, at that time, at the cheapest rate consistent with 
good management. 

Our rates, in our cooperative, to my knowledge, were the highest 
rates in the State of Idaho. And every effort has been put forth to 
at least bring our rates down to those of the surrounding power com- 
panies; and we have no intentions of going below them. We want 
to stay equal with them, but we are not trying to compete in cutting 
prices below them. 

That concludes my statement, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rogers. Thank you very much, Mr. Roberts. 

Mr. Draney, I think you are listed next. 

Mr. Draney. Yes. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the 
committee. 

As I stated, I am manager of the Lower Valley Power & Light at 
Afton, Wyo. We are serving some 2,100 member consumers in the 
western part of the State of Wyoming, which includes the Grand 
Teton National Park. 

Burns Creek power is of vital importance to our cooperative and 
to our member consumers, not only for the power which it will make 
available to us but the conservation of water as well. 

I am fully in sympathy with the Kemmerer, Wyo., coal miners in 
their economic plight as was presented in testimony by our Hon. 
Keith Thomson and others at this hearing. I want to point out, 
however, that to my knowledge construction of the Burns Creek Dam 
will not prejudice construction of Utah Power’s Kemmerer steam- 
plant. 

And I would like to add here that my reason for that, with our 
normal load growth, which in our case last year was 12 percent, and 
over the last 5 years it has averaged between 10 and 12 percent. I 
believe I heard a figure in this hearing, and I am just supposing it 
was Utah Power & Light’s growth, of 8 percent per year. If you take 
that figure, over a period of 4 years, that will be 32 percent. AndI 
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assume that it will take 4 years in which to construct the Burns Creek 
Dam. 

So it appears to me with a system as large as theirs, they are going 
to be needing power even before Burns Creek could be constructed. 

We too have some 2,700 member consumers who are dependent on 
Burns Creek for low-cost power. Taking electric service into the 
rural areas of the States of Wyoming and Idaho has necessitated con- 
siderable investment and low cost power is of vital importance to us 
if we are to meet our obligations. With low-cost power we will be 
able to bring in additional industry, necessitating further needs for 
the Kemmerer coal. No doubt our Hon. Keith Thomson was not 
aware of people’s needs in the northwestern part of the State of Wyo- 
ming when he presented testimony against Burns Creek. 

Had we purchased power from an investor-owned utility adjacent 
to us, it would have more than doubled our power costs, necessitating 
an increase in our rates which are already higher than the surrounding 
area. 

And I would like to add here that our purchased power last year 
was 10,549,000 kilowatt-hours, and the cost to us under the USDR 
rates, was $54,942. Had we purchased the power from Utah Power 
& Light under rate schedule No. 16, which was offered to us about 3 
years ago, it would have cost us $123,479. Average cost of power 
from the Bureau last year was 5.2 mills; and had we purchased this 
from the Utah Power & Light, it would have cost us 11.7 mills. 

I am not saying that we should look to the Federal Government 
for our power needs. I do feel that our natural resources should be 
developed and the power from these resources should be utilized to 
dothe most good for the people. 

Mr. Dranery. I would like to add further that reclamation and de- 
velopment of our water resources has made a great part in the econ- 
omy of our country today, as you know. It is true that we have 
food surpluses today which may to a certain extent be caused by the 
development of our water resources, and which no doubt has created 
a tax burden. But God forbid the day when we do not have food 
surpluses. Certainly it is much better that we have food surpluses 
rather than to have our children suffer the pains of hunger as millions 
of children are doing in foreign countries today. 

For the oo dams we have today, we owe a great debt of 
gratitude to the noble men and women who made them possible. 

With the fast expanding population we have today, we have an 
obligation to our children and the generations to come to develop these 

rojects so that they, too, will be assured of the necessities to sustain 
ife; and Burns Creek is additional assurance that we will have the 
water with which to build the food to supply them. 

Mr. Chairman, that is all I have to state. 

Mr. Rogers. Thank you, Mr. Draney. 

Mr. Roberts, did you have something you wanted to put in before? 

Mr. Roserts. Yes,sir. I have five statements here from the Pennell 
Cos. in our part of the country in Idaho, that I would like to make 
part of my statement. 

Mr. Rogers. How long are those? 

Mr. Rozerts. They are short statements, Mr. Rogers. 


Mr. Rogers. Without objection, they will be included immediately 
following your statement. 
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Mr. Rocers. Mr. Harper, the Chair will now recognize you. 

Mr. Harper. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I have 
a statement I would like to make, and also I have a statement endors- 
ing the Project and also a statement from the Board of County Com- 
missioners of Cassia County endorsing the project, which I would like 
tomakea part of my statement if I may, please. 

Mr. Rocrrs. How long are those statements ? 

Mr. Harper. They are just short. 

Mr. Rogers. Short? They may be, without objection, included 
following Mr. Harper’s statement. 

(The statements referred to appear on p. 398.) 

And you may proceed, Mr. Harper. 

Mr. Harper. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, it is a 
pleasure that I meet with you today and make a statement endorse- 
ing this propect, because it is very vital to the development of our 
country and also of southern Idaho. 

As you might know, looking at your map, I come from what we 
call a fringe area, where we have droughts, where we have had 
droughts. ‘And thanks to the C ongress of the United States, when 
they organized REA, it gave us the opportunity of having electricity 
in our area. 

I have children in their 20’s who can remember when the elec- 
tricity was turned on in my home. And so the development of my 

valley—and I am a farmer and stock raiser of that area—goes back 
to the time when REA came into our valley. And this develop- 
ment that we are talking about in Burns Creek is very vital to me 
and to my area, because you notice from my statement here that I 
am also chairman of the East Cassia Soil Conservation District, and 
that represents a group of some 13 small communities that absolutely 
depend upon this electricity we get out of Burns Creek, because of 
the report from our REA ‘Board member here, that in a few years 
if we do not get electricity, then some of us might go back to the old 
coal oil lamp. And we do not want to do that. We want to con- 
tinue to pump. 

And as was stated here the other day, we grow in crops in our 
area. They stated “hay and grain.” And, you know, we might not 
ship too much of our hay to ‘New York if they do not give us help 
back in this area. 

We need ae electricity in our area. I am grateful to our Con- 
gresswoman, Mrs. Pfost, yesterday, for a statement on the cost of 
electricity to pump with, because in our area, there, we are just 
starting to grow potatoes. We are mostly a stock-raising area. And 
as you people know today, we are selling our hogs for 13.2 cents per 
pound. Weare selling our lambs for 17 cents. And we cannot afford 
high-priced electricity, and continue to farm. 

I produce livestock, cattle, dairy products, sheep, and I have some 
hogs. 

I will not go ahead and read my statement, as this project is very 
vital to us; and it does mean to our economy and to our economy this 
electricity that will be generated at Burns Creek and will be trans- 
ferred into pumping power, to help us in our soil conservation and 
also in our county. 








M 
ley— 
raise 

Ar 
pum) 
whic 
and 1 

In 
drou 
in th 
narr 
and 
Burt 
for } 
will 

) 
by tl 
enda 

res: 
: M 
you 

M 

M 
alwa 

M 

M 
ment 
bloc] 
dres: 

Ye 
pow 

M 

pow 
for. 

M 

M 

M 
ting 

] 

will 
will 
agre 

M 

Edv 
T 
neg 
and 
day. 
M 
base 
and 
M 





— eS Oo eC 


BURNS CREEK PROJECT, IDAHO 367 


Mr. Samson, I think, mentioned the other day—the mayor of Bur- 
ley—that even the Burley project itself is a pumping area. They 
raise the water from Snake River up by 3 lifts, 90 feet. 

And so the economy of our whole county nearly depends upon 
pumping, except the little streams that we get out of the mountains, 
which provide probably one crop of hay, and then our second crop, 
and third crop is not too good if we depend on those. 

In the years 1934 and 1935, as you know, we suffered a tremendous 
drought 1 in our area. And if that should reoc cur, which it might do 
in this year of 1960, then the economy of our country will be greatly 
narrowed up, so that we will maybe be back here demanding a WPA 
and few of those other projects we had a number of years ago. If 
Burns Creek project is constructed, it will relieve this situation, both 
for power and that 100,000 feet of water that is stored in the reservoir 
will greatly help our situation and our area. 

I am authorized by the four organizations mentioned above, and 
by the Republican Party, of w hich I am a member, to come here and 
endorse Burns Creek. ‘And I am grateful for the opportunity to ex- 
press myself here today. 

Mr. Rogers. I notice that you are the Republican chairman, but 
you did not seem to have any fear in testifying before three Democrats. 

Mr. Harerr. I did not, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rocers. This is a nonpartisan committee, anyway, and you are 
always welcome, 

Mrs. Pfost, did you have any questions? 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I just want to compli- 
ment each and every one of you gentlemen for presenting a very fine 
block of statements—I have a question which I should like to ad- 
dress to Mr. Roberts. 

You spoke about the cost of wholesale power to the Utah Power & 
Light being 11 and 12 mills up until 1948. Are you purchasing any 
power from Utah Power & Light today? 

Mr. Rozerts. We are not purchasing any today. We are wheeling 
power over their distribution lines which they get a wheeling charge 
for. But weare not buying any power. 

Mrs. Prost. Do you know what it is costing you today ? 

Mr. Roperts. Yes; 5.2. 

Mr. Utiman. I want to thank the chairman and the lady for sit- 
ting here so long. 

I want to ask all the witnesses: Are you all in agreement that 1963 
will see the end of Bureau of Reclamation power, at which time you 
will have to find a new power source? Is there anyone in dis- 
agreement ? 

Mr. Paskerr. I would like to answer that question. 
Edwin H. Paskett. 

The last time we negotiated with the Bureau of Reclamation, we all 
negotiated together. We planned our load growth by past experience, 
and we were alloc: ited power so that we would all have it to a certain 
day, percentagewise. Now, that is why they all come out in 1963, 

Mr. Utitman. And these are systematic studies that have been made, 


based upon your load growths and the precedents that are common 
and accepted in the industry ? 


Mr. Paskerr. That is correct. 


My name is 
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Mr. Utiman. Then what this means is that as of 1963 you are goin 
to have no source of power. Will it be possible for you to develop 
any alternative sources of power, yourself ? 

Mr. Pasxert. I think, at the present time, we are too small a group 
to go into that kind of generation. 

Mr. Utiman. Are you close enough together to where you could 
pool your resources ¢ 

Mr. Pasxetr. Well, there are 16 users in the Minidoka area that 
may be good. 

Mr. Utitman. But the rest are widely scattered ? 

Mr. Paskerr. The rest are quite a ways up the river. 

Mr. Uttman. We can assume that this would be a highly marginal 
possibility; is that right—if you are left on your own in 1963? 

Mr. Paskerrt. That is correct. 

Mr. Utiman. Then assuming that that were not possible, your only 
alternative would be to buy from the power companies. And I believe, 
Mr. Roberts, you said it was 11 mills you paid for the power. 

Mr. Roserrs. That is correct, 11 and 12 mills. 

Mr. Utitman. And I think you said 11.7 is what you would have 
to pay, Mr. Draney. 

Mr. Draney. That is right, last year. 

Mr. Uximan. In other words, you are all going to have to face a 
situation whereby you are going to have to pay 11 mills or there- 
abouts for power. Is that correct? Is that what it looks like to you, 
Mr. Paskett ? 

Mr. Pasxerr. I think in our certain case, where we have been 
negotiating with Idaho Power, the rate figured on the basis of the 
contract which was submitted to us would be between 9 and 10 mills, 
from Idaho Power. 

Mr. Utiman. And do you think that you might negotiate at 9 and 
10 mills, Mr. Roberts ? 

Mr. Roserts. This is something different. When we run out of 
power, we are going to have to contract for additional power. Where 
we will be taking part of our power from the Bureau of Reclamation 
and part of it from a power company—if we bought it from a power 
company—and therefore the load would be smaller. And chances are, 
with the guarantee and the small amounts they have for power, usu- 
ally in the beginning the firming up power—the cost is higher than the 
cost of the power when they are serving the entire load. 

So to get some firming power, I would just make a guess—I could 
not say exactly right now what it would be, but it would certainly be 
probably around 11 or 12 mills on our system. 

I am familiar with the contract that the power company now has, 
where they pay a $6,000 yearly minimum and they are charging 2 
cents a kilowatt-hour for the kilowatt-hours which are firmed up on 
the other system. 

Mr. Utiman. In other words, you are in the situation where there 
is no alternative—they have the power and you have to have it to 
survive—and heaven only knows what you are going to have to pay 





for the power. 

Mr. Roserts. That is correct. 

Mr. Uttman. [heard Mr. Naughton say that at 7 mills it would cost 
$15 an acre toconsumers. Now, if you had to pay 11 mills, what would 
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it cost your farmers for pumping power? Would it be economical] 
feasible to pump at the figure at which you would have to sell it? 

Mr. Rozertrs. There may be some pumpers that would pump with it, 
but it would not be feasible to pay around 11 and 12 mills for power. 

Mr. Uttman. What would be your estimate of the rate at which 
you would have to sell the power to the farmers? 

Mr. Pasxerr. In our particular cooperative, I would say, if we 
were to pay 1 cent, or 10 mills, for power, it would be an average, 
overall, for the demand charge and power—it would average right 
at a cent and a half. 

Mr. Rocers. In other words, we can figure over $25 an acre for 
pumping for an average farm / 

Mr. Paskxerr. Well, it would be pretty well up there. 

Mr. Utitman. Would this be economically feasible ? 

Mr. Paskerr. Not in our area. 

Mr. UtiMaAN. So it looks to me—and with this I am going to fin- 
ish, Mr. Chairman—that what we have are the power company com- 
ing in opposing Burns Creek, which would be your only possible 
source of low-cost power. And if that is defeated, you are going to 
be completely at the mercy of the company which has demonstrated in 
every action to date that it was going to charge 10, 11, or even more 
mills to you. Could you continue in operation, “Mr. Roberts? 

Mr. Pasxerr. In our particular organization we have heavy lines 
to take care of the pumping project. If the pumping fails, the whole 
system has failed, because the domestic use will not pay for the high- 
cost lines. 

Mr. UtiuMan. Well, what is your answer, then ? 

Mr. Pasxerr. We would go broke. 

Mr. Uttman. What about you, Mr. Roberts? 

Mr. Rozertrs. No, we would not go broke, because we do not have 
the kind of pumping that Mr. Paskett has. We just have a few pumps 
in our upper area, and all they use the power for in the upper part 
of the valley is about a 50-day season. And about all the effect it 
would have on us, as far as pumpers are concerned, would be that we 
would just get no more pumpers—and the valley at the present time 
is going more and more to pump irrigation. A lot of farms are put- 
ting in sprinkler irrigation to stop soil erosion, and if the cost of the 
pumping was increased, they would just quit pumping as far as our 
electric power is concerned. 

Mr. Uttman. Mr. Harper, how would it affect your operation? 

Mr. Harrer. I would be afraid I would have to quit pumping. 

Mr. Uriman. And what I can see is a likely situation where the 
people in the co-op would be faced with such tremendous costs that 
they would be readily susceptible to some kind of offer from the 
company, and the first thing you know you would be out of busi- 
ness—which might very well be the end of REA in your area. 

There are a lot of ramifications to this, Mr. Chairman, and I appre- 
ciate, as I said, your taking so much of your time. 

I want to thank the witnesses. I think they have been excellent wit- 
nesses, coming here from the grassroots of our country. 

Mr. Rocers. Mr. Handy, you made reference to the fact that you 
did not have enough power to furnish the freezing plant. I think you 
said 600 kilowatts had been stepped up to 1,400. Did I understand 
you to say you could not buy that from a power company ? 
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Mr. Hanpy. I said they would not offer us a wholesale price, but 
we did get the power from the Bureau of Reclamation. 

Mr. Rocers. You did? 

Mr. Hanpy. Yes. 

Mr. Rogers. You mean they just said, “We won't sell it to you”? 

Mr. Hanpy. They did not exactly say that, but the only answer 
that I got was that they would like to lease our lines and furnish the 
power themselves, because their substation was just a half a mile from 
this particular plant. 

Mr. Rocers. You have a municipally owned electric company in 
your town ¢ 

Mr. Hanpy. Yes. 

Mr. Rocrers. How many meters do you have? 

Mr. Hanpy. Gosh, I could not say. I do not have those records 
with me. 

Mr. Rogers. What size town is your town ¢ 

Mr. Hanpy. The population right now is about a thousand people. 

Mr. Rocrers. And how much electricity do you consume outside of 
this plant? What is your demand? 

Mr. Hanpy. I think our village plant—the demand would probably 
be around 400 kilowatts. At the present time we are using 1,400. © 

Mr. Rogers. And you are getting all of that from the Bureau of 
Reclamation ? 

Mr. Hanpy. The Bureau of Reclamation, yes, sir. 

Mr. Rogers. And you never were able to discuss price or anything 
with the price retailer? 

Mr. Hanpy. Yes, we discussed price, but I never get an answer. 

Mr. Rogers. So you do not know what the price would be, then? 

Mr. Hanpy. No, I do not. 

Mr. Rocers. Thank you very much. And thank all of you gentle- 
men for coming here and for your statements and the contributions you 
have made to the record. It has been a pleasure to have you before 
the committee. 

(Pursuant to unanimous consent agreement Mr. Radin’s statement 
follows :) 


STATEMENT BY ALEX RADIN, GENERAL MANAGER, AMERICAN PUBLIC POWER 
ASSOCIATION 


My name is Alex Radin, I am general manager of the American Public Power 
Association, a national service organization representing more than 1,000 local 
publicly owned electric utilities, mainly municipally owned electric systems, in 
42 States. 

Several municipal electric utilities in the State of Idaho are interested in 
purchasing the power which would be made available from the Burns Creek 
project. Our association’s interest in bills to authorize the construction of this 
project stems also from this association’s longstanding support of comprehen- 
sive, multipurpose development of the Nation’s water resources. We therefore 
support the bills before your committee which would authorize the Secretary of 
the Interior to construct the Burns Creek project in the upper Snake River 
Valley in Idaho. 

The basic issue here is whether this site should be developed in accordance 
with the principle of comprehensive multiple-purpose water resource develop- 
ment. The Acting Commissioner of Reclamation, in submitting a favorable 
report on this project to the Secretary of the Interior on June 29, 1956, referred 
to the proposed Burns Creek development as “another step in the comprehensive 
development of the available water resources for the benefit of all.” 

Furthermore, the Acting Secretary of the Interior, in transmitting to the 
President his favorable report, said the project would be “integrated, electrically, 
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hydraulically, and financially with the Palisades project,” and that it would 
“provide reregulation of water releases from Palisades Dam for more efficient 
yse of the Palisades project, at-site power production, holdover storage for irri- 
gation, recreation opportunities, and preservation and propagation of fish and 
wildlife resources, as well as other lesser benefits.” 

More than half a century ago, President Theodore Roosevelt made this state- 
ment in an historic message to the Congreess: “Every stream should be used to 
its utmost. No stream can be so used unless such use is planned in advance. 
When such plans are made, we shall find that, instead of interfering, one use 
can often be made to assist another. Each river system, from its headwaters 
in the forest to its mouth on the coast, is a single unit and should be treated as 
such.” 

The Bureau of Reclamation’s report on this project, and the favorable report 
of the Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, show that the Burns 
Greek project is logically “planned in advance” as an integral part of a broader 
plan for obtaining the maximum public benefits from the water that flows in the 
upper Snake River. To neglect this site, or to underdevelop its potential, would 
constitute a waste of this natural resource. 

In the Senate debate on S. 281 last summer, opponents of full development at 
Burns Creek offered as an alternative the construction of a small dam to re- 
regulate the Palisades. They did so in spite of this clear statement in the Bureau 
of Reclamation report (H. Doc. No. 147, 85th Cong., Ist sess., p. 22): “Down- 
stream benefits resulting from reregulation are of such a nature that they do 
not produce revenue. Earlier studies showed that the increase in Palisades 
power value, resulting from unrestricted peaking, is not sufficient to justify the 
cost of a single-purpose reregulating structure. Therefore, any consideration 
of alternatives to the reregulating function of the Burns Creek proposal must 
be based on providing at-site power in combination with reregulation.” [Italic 
supplied. } 

The proposal for single-purpose development at the Burns Creek site is thus 
not only wasteful underdevelopment of water resources but also financially un- 
desirable. 

What, then, is the source of the opposition to this project? The opposition, 
according to the Senate report on S. 281, comes primarily from the private power 
companies, along with mining interests which sell coal to the private power 
companies. Minority views submitted by a member of the Senate Committee on 


Interior and Insular Affairs characterized the bill as “another example of using 


reclamation as a vehicle for promoting public power to the detriment of 
reclamation.” 

Yet the water users have testified strongly in favor of this project, and do 
not feel it would be ‘“‘to the detriment of reclamation.” (In fact, a major share 
of the cost of the project would be paid by power revenues.) The Bureau of 
Reclamation report on the Burns Creek project states: “It can be said that loeal 
interest and support for the Burns Creek Dam, powerplant, and reservoir pro- 
posal is widely distributed in the upper Snake River Valley and is strongly 
in favor of the proposal.” The project has been recommended by the Depart- 
ment of the Interior, has been approved by the Bureau of the Budget, has been 
reviewed and endorsed by the States in the region, and has been reviewed and 
approved by other Federal agencies. Senator Frank Church, of Idaho, said dur- 
ing the Senate hearings on S. 281 that “This project has been blessed with what 
approaches general endorsement and support from all the different Idaho groups, 
which is an unusual mark for a Government dam.” 

Yet the private power companies, and allied groups, stand firm in opposition 
to a project which is financially feasible, will greatly benefit the region, enjoys 
unusually widespread support among diverse groups, and is recommended to 
the Congress as “another step in the comprehensive development of the avail- 
able water resources for the benefit of all.” 

In view of the experience at the Palisades project, the opposition of the power 
companies is difficult to understand. Statistics on the power sales from the 
Palisades project in 1958 disclose that two private power companies bought 
more than 330 million kilowatt-hours, while four municipal and rural coopera- 
tive preference customers purchased less than 100 million kilowatt-hours. Idaho 
Power Co. bought 193 million kilowatt-hours of Palisades-produced power—more 
than twice the amount purchased by the one municipality and three rural 
electric cooperatives. And Utah Power & Light Co. bought another 144 million 


kilowatt-hours—again well above the 93 million kilowatt-hours used by the four 
local preference users. 
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The statistics on Palisades power sales in 1958 show that Idaho Power (Co 
paid an average of 2.7 mills per kilowatt-hour, and Utah Power & Light Co. 
paid even less—2.3 mills per kilowatt-hour. The city of Idaho Falls paid 51 
mills per kilowatt-hour, and the three rural electric cooperatives paid from 
4.6 to 6 mills, with the average being well above 5 mills. In brief, then, the 
private power companies used more than three times as much Palisades power 
as did the four local preference users, and paid less than half as much per kilo. 
watt-hour for the power. 

These figures illustrate a point that should be kept clearly in mind when the 
private power companies oppose Federal power projects: the power companies 
themselves purchase vast quantities of this federally generated power, and usy- 
ally at dump or seasonal rates which are well below the rates which local pref. 
erence users pay for firm power. The power companies then fit the dump or 
seasonal power into their overall system operations, obtaining benefits which 
normally far exceed the nominal price they pay for the power. 

The private power companies have claimed that the issue is whether the Goy- 
ernment should assume a “utility responsibility” in the marketing of federally 
generated power. The facts are that the Burns Creek project is a needed and 
feasible multiple-purpose development, and that the power facilities will, as in 
so many other cases, make available benefits which would not otherwise be 
available to the area. The construction of a 90,000 kilowatt project at Burns 
Creek does not, per se, give the Government a utility responsibility to the pref. 
erence customers in that area, any more than the proposed private power com- 
pany steamplant in the area will meet the power company’s power needs for all 
time. Electric power demands of the preference and nonpreference customers 
can be expected to continue to grow for an indefinite period; Burns Creek will 
be used merely to meet the requirements of the preference customers for a 
period of time in the future. 

It has been contended that the power which can be supplied by Burns Creek 
could be produced, instead, by coal-fired steamplants. In this connection, we 
should not lose sight of the fact that waterpower is our only renewable energy 
resource, and it would seem only prudent, from the standpoint of our national 
interest, to utilize waterpower to the fullest extent possible, so that we may 
preserve our irreplaceable fossil fuels for the longest possible period. 

The arguments advanced by Utah Power & Light Co. are summarized on pages 
7 to 9 of the Senate report on S. 281, together with the Bureau of Reclamation’s 
cogent answers to the power company’s case. We agree with the Senate com- 
mittee that the Bureau of Reclamation’s position “is sound and supported in 
the testimony.” 

We urge the committee to approve the construction of this project as recom- 
mended by the Bureau of Reclamation in its report, as “another step in the 
comprehensive development of the available water resources for the benefit of 
all.” 


Mrs. Prost. Mr. Chairman, I have some communications in the form 
of two wires—one from Mr. William Roper at Burley, Idaho; one 
from Mr. Carl M. Shaner, of Ririe, Idaho; both in favor of the Burns 
Creek project. 

Mr. Rogers. Would the gentlewoman withhold that for 1 second 
until I can get to these? 

We have four written statements that should properly go in the 
record at a point immediately following the questioning of these wit- 
nesses. One is a statement of Mr. Angus McDonald for the National 
Farmers Union; one is a statement by Mr. Jack Curran for the AFL- 
CIO; one is from the Flood Control District No. 1 of Idaho, and is 
submitted, or signed, by Mr. M. G. Koon, chairman. "Without objec- 
tion, these statements will be included in the record. 

The other is a statement presented for the Northwest Public Power 
Association, submitted by Mr. Gus Norwood, executive secretary of 
that association. Without objection, that will be included in the 
record. Al four statements favor the legislation. 
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(The statements referred to are as follows:) 


To; Chairman Wayne Aspinall, House Interior Committee. 
From: Flood Control District No. 1, of Idaho. 
Subject: Burns Creek Dam. 


1, OBJECTIVE OF REPORT 


The primary objective of this report will be to approach the matter of the 
approval of, and subsequent appropriations of Burns Creek Dam, from the point 
of view of flood control. However, in connection with the approach, it is recog- 
nized that the primary purpose of this dam is for the use of the waters of Snake 
River for irrigation, and, incident thereto, the production of hydroelectric power 
in conjunction with the Palisades Dam, already constructed. It is recognized 
that the use of waters for irrigation in this area has a priority over its use for 
flood control. The Idaho Legislature expressly recognized this in the act creat- 
ing flood control districts, when it said “* * * sound policy of flood control and 
prevention must necessarily contemplate the highest and best use of any stored 
or developed waters resulting from measures and methods of flood control and 
prevention.” 


9 


2. FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT NO. 1 OF IDAHO—HEISE-ROBERTS 

Flood Control District No. 1 of Idaho was created in 1946. The primary 
purpose of the district is to assist the United States and to obtain aid and assist- 
ance from the United States in flood prevention and control of the waters of 
Snake River. The district embraces lands adjoining and adjacent to the river 
on both the right and left banks of the South Fork of the Snake River from Heise 
dewn to and beyond the confluence of the North and South Forks of the Snake 
River to Roberts, Idaho. There are approximately 44,160 acres of land within 
the district with a total assessed valuation of approximately $1,266,000. 

Many persons labor under the misconception that Flood Control District No. 
1 of Idaho was created solely for the benefit of the landowners adjoining the 
river and within the district, that is, to keep the river from wasting away and 
innundating these adjoining lands. While the works thus far constructed have 
resulted in obvious benefits to the adjoining landowners, less obvious, but equal 
benefits, have resulted to thousands of acres of other lands and landowners many 
miles distant from the district. From Anderson’s Dam at Heise to the Idaho 
Janal diversion dam, the area in which the funds appropriated by the Congress 
of the United States have thus far been expended, there are 38 separate canals 
which divert water to irrigated lands either directly out of the Snake River or 
out of the Great Feeder Canal, which diverts its water from the Snake River. 
During 1953, diversions from these 38 canals from May to September totaled 
1,961,588 acre-feet of the waters of the Snake River, which irrigated 243,024 
acres of highly fertile land. These lands are located in Madison, Jefferson, 
Bonneville, and Bingham Counties, Idaho. (App. A, attached hereto, lists 
these canals, their diversion and the acres irrigated.) These headings and the 
irrigation of these lands are directly dependent upon the measures and methods 
of flood control and prevention taken by the Corps of Army Engineers and Flood 
Control District No. 1 of Idaho. The municipality of Idaho Falls, and all of its 
municipal hydroelectric power is dependent upon the maintenance of the present 
channel of Snake River within Flood Control District No. 1 of Idaho. Less 
directly, most other municipalities from Rexburg on the north to Blackfoot on 
the south are dependent upon the economy of the areas served by these 
diversions, 

With the creation of Flood Control District No. 1 of Idaho, in 1946, for the 
first time in the history of the Snake River in this area, there has been a con- 
tinuing administrative body which has been able to keep data and make a con- 
tinuous study of flood-control problems for 14 continuous years. From these 
studies we have made certain observations. 


3. OBSERVATIONS OF FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT NO. 1 OF IDAHO FROM STUDY 


(a) All important floods in the Snake River Basin are caused by snowmelt 
at high altitudes, either with or without the influence of rainfall, and the prin- 
cipal flood-damage areas of the upper basins are the mountain valleys into 
which the snowmelt floods debouch from mountain canyons. 
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(b) The possibility of the Snake River establishing a new channel forms a 
definite threat along the south fork of the Snake River within the boundaries of 
Flood Control District No. 1 of Idaho. This threat recurs and becomes aggra- 
vated with each succeeding year; although it has been lessened by the con- 
struction of extensive channelization and bank-stabilization work by the Corps 
of Engineers within the district. 

(c) The threat of a flood disaster causes large areas to be retained as brush 
pasture instead of being transformed into land capable of producing row crops or 
irrigated pasturelands. There is no doubt that the upper valleys are not 
utilized to the maximum of their potential productive capacity due to the exist- 
ence of the threat of flood damage. 

(d) Since the creation of Flood Control District No. 1 of Idaho, in 1946, the 
Congress of the United States has appropriated and spent, through the Corps of 
Army Engineers, well over $2 million on the stabilization of the channel of the 
Snake River in the Heise-Roberts area. According to the present plans con- 
tained in the report of the Chief of Engineers, submitted to House Document No, 
531, S8ist Congress, 2d session, the proposed recommendations contained therein 
would require the expenditure of the estimated additional $4 million to provide 
reasonable security in the Heise-Roberts area alone: and it is also estimated 
that it will require approximately $40,000 per year to maintain such construc- 
tion once it is completed. 

(e) Palisades Reservoir, now constructed, as a multiple-purpose dam, does 
not provide adequate flood-control capacity to meet the recurring emergency 
runoff years on the south fork of the Snake River above the dam. Palisades 
Dam has a capacity of 1,400,000 acre-feet of water and a probable normal draw- 
down of 400 million acre-feet. These figures may be contrasted with a waste 
runoff of 3,800,000 acre-feet in 1928 and 3,500,000 acre-feet in 1952. 

(f) Channelization and bank stabilization within Flood Control District No.1 
alone is not the sole answer to flood control within Flood Control District No. 1. 
The problems of maintaining the channel of Snake River within Flood Control 
District No. 1 are primarily created by two factors; namely, (1) erosion due to 
high waters and lack of stabilization in the flow during the spring and summer, 
and (2) winter icepacks which cause ice jams. Both of these causes cannot 
help but be enhanced by the complete control of the flows of the stream. 

(g) Studies already underway and, according to our understanding, prac- 
tically completed, under the direction of the Corps of Engineers in cooperation 
with the Bureau of Reclamation and the Geological Survey, indicate that the 
construction of the Burns Creek Dam will form an integral part of a Snake 
River Basin water-resource plan of development which has been underway for 
the past 5 years. These studies are made incident to the preparation of a plan 
for the maximum utilization of the waters of the Snake River. 


4. CONCLUSIONS OF FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT NO. 1 OF IDAHO 


From the foregoing we cannot help but conclude that— 

(a) Channelization and bank stabilization alone do not provide for maxi- 
mum utilization and development of the water resources of the Snake River 
Basin. 

(b) Burns Creek Dam, according to the studies of the Corps of Engineers 
in cooperation with the Bureau of Reclamation and Geological Survey, is an 
integral part of a water-resource plan of development as authorized incident 
to a modification of House Document No. 531, 81st Congress, 2d session. 

(c) The construction of Burns Creek Dam cannot help but enhance the 
objectives of Flood Control District No. 1 by further stabilizing the flow of 
Snake River as it passes through the confines of the district. 

(d) While the district is without the necessary statistical and financial 
data to comment upon the matter of development and use of the waters to 
be impounded by Burns Creek Dam for irrigation and, incident thereto, to 
production of hydroelectric power, it is our understanding that these factors 
alone provide economic justification for the construction of the dam, with- 
out regard to the economic benefits which would ensue incident to flood 
control. 

(e) The costs of channelization and bank stabilization of the Snake 
River, as it will ultimately be required, will approach not only the cost of 
Burns Creek Dam, but also the cost of other upstream storage facilities on 
the Snake: River and its tributaries under a program for the maximum 
development and utilization of the waters of Snake River. 
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It is, therefore, respectfully submitted that the construction of Burns Creek 
Dam should be commenced immediately as one of the integral parts of an overall 
plan of development of the Snake River Basin, inasmuch as the economic benefits 
ensuing, not only from the additional irrigation waters and the hydroelectric 
power, but also from the other possibilities to be realized, including flood control, 
will justify the authorization and construction of the dam. 


FLoop ContTrot District No. 1 or IDAHO, 
By M. G. Koon, Chairman. 
































Attest : 
Irvin V. Harrop, Secretary. 
APPENDIX A 
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STATEMENT OF ANGUS MCDONALD, COORDINATOR OF LEGISLATIVE SERVICES OF THE 
NATIONAL FARMERS UNION, IN Support oF 8. 281, BURNS CREEK PROJECT ON 
THE SNAKE RIVER 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am appearing here in support 
of S. 281, the bill approved by the Senate during the previous session of Con- 
gress, which would authorize the construction of the Burns Creek project on 
the Snake River. The National Farmers Union for many years has supported 
the principle of comprehensive development of our river basins. We favor with- 
out reservation or exception what is commonly referred to as “multiple-purpose 
development,” i.e., development which would utilize to the fullest extent all of 
the resources in a river valley. The principle is fundamental to the National 
Farmers Union program and compliments the principle that comprehensive 
development should redound to the benefit of the greatest possible number of 
our citizens. 

This principle rests firmly on certain constitutional provisions and court inter- 
pretations which assert the ownership of the Nation’s resources by the American 
people. The rivers of this Nation are held in trust by the Government of the 
United States for all the people and the Congress rightfully has assumed its 
responsibility for resource development to the end that the owners of resources 
might benefit to the greatest extent from their full utilization and development. 
This is a fundamental principle which transcends and sweeps aside any privi- 
leges or pretended rights of power companies. 

It is, therefore, astonishing to us that power companies in Utah and in areas 
thousands of miles distant from the project have joined in the attempt to pre- 
vent the authorization of this much needed power and irrigation project. We 
are told that the power companies now list the defeat of the Burns Creek legis- 
lation as their No. 1 objective during this session of Congress. 

Friends of comprehensive development as well as the appropriate agencies of 
Government have unanimously and without exception endorsed the Burns Creek 
project. The Bureau of Reclamation has effectively and finally answered the 
spurious arguments of the Utah Power & Light Co. These answers are printed 
in tabular form on pages 7 to 9 of Senate Report No. 489. This report was 
approved by the Senate Interior Committee with only one member dissenting. 
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The Burns Creek project is sound for a number of reasons. It would return, 
as is required by law, benefits commensurate with its cost. It would add 
100,000 acre-feet of storage for long-term holdover irrigation. Water by means 
of electricity could be delivered to farmers at a cost of 4.7 mills per kilowatt. 
The cost per acre would be $4.60 whereas the cost to farmers for power pur- 
chased from privately owned power companies would cost $10.40 per acre. 

Those objecting to the construction of Burns Creek contend that it would 
unfairly compete with electricity sold by power companies and with electricity 
generated by a proposed steamplant. In actuality the largest use of firm power 
would be completely outside the market area of the Utah Power Co. Arguments 
of the power companies do not take into account that power needs of the areg 
will increase greatly in the future. There has been a shortage of power in the 
area and when the project is completed preference customers will immediately 
take the bulk of the power generated with no interference with existing power 
distribution by private companies. 

One compelling reason for the construction at Burns Creek is that it would be 
operated in conjunction with the Palisades project and would actually bring 
about a doubling of the prime power output from Palisades. The primary pur- 
pose of Burns Creek is to regulate releases from the reservoir. Thus it would 
result in important increases in peaking power at Palisades and as pointed out 
by competent engineers would increase energy production from 635 million 
kilowatt-hours per year to 1,129 million. 

Finally, we point out that this legislation is nonpartisan and is supported by 
Republicans and Democrats alike. The delegation from Idaho has unanimously 
endorsed this legislation. Idaho has unfortunately lagged in power develop 
ment. It has suffered from restriction of the development of its natural re- 
sources, brought about in part by the influence of foreign corporations. We 
urge the committee to approve Burns Creek project. We think its construction 
is in the interest not only of the people of Idaho but of the country as a whole. 
Every dollar that is invested in the project will be returned to the U.S. Treasury. 
Ninety-eight percent of the entire cost will be paid by power users, despite the 
fact that irrigation benefits are considerable. Irrigation is greatly needed in 
the area. During lean water years, water from the Burns Creek Reservoir will 
mean to the farmer the difference between a good crop and perhaps a total 
failure. 


STATEMENT BY JOHN T. CURRAN, LEGISLATIVE REPRESENTATIVE, AMERICAN FeEp- 
ERATION OF LABOR AND CONGRESS OF INDUSTRIAL ORGANIZATIONS, IN SUPPORT 
or H.R. 1235, To AUTHORIZE CONSTRUCTION BY THE BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 
OF THE BURNS CREEK PROJECT, SNAKE RIveER, IDAHO 


My name is John T. Currant. I am legislative representative of the Ameri- 
can Federation of Labor and Congress of Industrial Organizations. I wish to 
convey the full support of the AFL-—C1O and the Idaho State Federation of 
Labor, AFL-CIO, for S. 281 and H.R. 1235, authorizing construction by the 
Bureau of Reclamation of the Burns Creek project on the Upper Snake River in 
Idaho. 

Construction of Burns Creek would accomplish these desirable multiple 
purpose development goals in southern and southeastern Idaho: 

1. Reregulate storage releases from the Bureau’s Palisades Dam and Reser- 
voir 30 miles upstream and thus prevent undesirable riverflow fluctuation and 
utilize the potential of Palisades more efficiently. 

2. Store 234,000 acre-feet of water, of which 100,000 acre-feet would be used 
as holdover storage for irrigators to call upon during critically low streamflow 
years, thus assuring adequate water for croplands in the area under the most 
adverse conditions. 

8. Combine operation of Burns Creek and Palisades for power production pur- 
poses. This type of integrated operation would more than double prime power 
output from the Palisades project. 

4. The 90,000-kilowatt power facilities at Burns Creek will provide an addi- 
tional supply of power amounting to 60,000 kilowatts of annual dependable 
eapacity to preference customers in southern Idaho. These small rural electric 
cooperatives, irrigation districts, and utilities will soon be faced with a power 
shortage from Palisades. Burns Creek will assure them under terms of the 
instant authorizing legislation, of future supplies of reasonable priced whole- 
sale power for the domestic, commercial, and pumping irrigation needs for some 
time to come. 
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We are opposed to any amendment which would in effect artificially increase 
the cost of Burns Creek power by reducing the commercial power payout period 
from 58 to 50 years. We have failed to find any overall policy in the reclama- 
tion laws which would of itself justify singling out Burns Creek for such a 
penalty. If it should be thought desirable to establish a fixed 50-year authori- 
zation period on the commercial power features of Bureau of Reclamation proj- 
ects, it is our feeling that legislation should be introduced to apply this to all 
future Bureau projects rather than attaching this kind of a rider to a project 
authorization bill. 

We, therefore, feel most strongly that construction of Burns Creek is in the 
public interest and in agreement with the policy resolution of the AFL-CIO on 
full and comprehensive development of America’s water resources. 


STATEMENT PRESENTED FOR NORTHWEST PUBLIC POWER ASSOCIATION FAVORING 
BurRNS CREEK DAM 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is Gus Norwood. For 
over 12 years I have served as executive secretary of the Northwest Public 
Power Association, comprising 111 consumer-owned electric distribution systems 
serving 2 million people in Alaska, Montana, Idaho, Oregon, and Washington. 


STATEMENT OF POSITION 


We are in favor of the Burns Creek project. As recently as November 7, 1959, 
the board of trustees of the association, by resolution, supported the construc- 
tion. The Burns Creek project report was issued by the Department of the 
Interior in March 1956, and as soon as April 12, 1956, the association was on 
record favoring the project. This stand has been continually reinforced by 
grassroots opinions from member utilities and consumers in the southern Idaho 
area. 

The 111 member utilities of this association have long expressed an interest in 
comprehensive, multiple-purpose development of the Nation’s natural resources. 
We have continually supported long-range planning to achieve optimum publie 
use of these resources. Our actions have been guided by the definition of con- 
servation as the wise use of natural resources to achieve the greatest good for 
the largest number of people for the longest time. 


IRRIGATION POLICY 


We believe that hydroelectric power is one of the coequal purposes of water 
resources development. At the same time, we consider irrigation also as a co- 
equal purpose of water resources development. In support of this stand, the 
board of trustees, on November 7, 1959, adopted the following resolution relative 
to irrigation : 

“We support a positive irrigation program in the Pacific Northwest as re- 
quired by the demand for agricultural produce. To this end we urge investiga- 
tions and study to determine the long-range, economically feasible irrigation 
potentials as limited by the availability of water and land.” 


SUPPORT OF THE BURNS CREEK PROJECT 


For the general reasons stated above and for the specific reasons to be cited, 
we are in support of S. 281 as amended and adopted by the Senate and H.R. 
1235 which would authorize construction of the Burns Creek project. 

We have supported this project in the past. We submitted a letter of testi- 
mony, dated June 6, 1957, to the Honorable James E. Murray, chairman, Senate 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. It supported the construction of 
the Burns Creek Dam, and further urged that Federal transmission lines be 
constructed to connect with Palisades Dam and the Minidoka project. This 
letter was inadvertently omitted from the 1957 hearings record. It is attached 
to our present testimony. 

ADMINISTRATIVE APPROVAL 


We feel that previous hearings on the Burns Creek project and the project 
report have proved the need and feasibility of this construction. The Burns 
Creek project report issued by the U.S. Department of Interior and the Bureau 
of Reclamation on March 1956 concluded: 
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“That the plan for constructing a dam, reservoir, and powerplant at the Burns 
Creek site on Snake River for the purposes of reregulation of Palisades power- 
plant releases, at-site power production, and for storage of irrigation water, has 
engineering, economic, and financial feasibility.” 

The report also stipulated: “The Burns Creek Dam, powerplant, and reservoir 
has economic justification with benefits exceeding costs by a 1.27 to 1 ratio, 
using a 50-year period of analysis. If the analysis were made using a 100-year 
period, this ratio would be 1.48 to 1.” 

This genuine, multiple-purpose development has been approved by the De. 
partment of the Interior, the Department of Agriculture, and the Bureau of the 
Budget. S. 281 with amendments was passed by the Senate last July 24, 1959. 
The project was included in the current budget proposed by the President with 
a recommendation for $500,000, subject to enactment of this bill by the Con- 
gress. 

Furthermore, it has the overwhelming support of water and power users in 
the State of Idaho. 

SPECIFIC REASONS 


Burns Creek Dam would be an investment, not an expenditure. 

Productivity of irrigated lands is the economic foundation of southern Idaho. 
The majority of the population depend upon agricultural output or related 
services. 

The irrigation aspect takes two forms. One is the provision of water for 
conventional gravity or ditch irrigation. The other is the provision of electric 
power for pumping and sprinkler irrigation. In addition, any industrial ex- 
pansion would be feasible only through an adequate supply of power in the 
area. 

Edwin C. Schlender, secretary of the Snake River Power Association, stated 
on March 20, 1959, that “There has been a definite shortage of firm power for 
the cooperatives and municipalities in southern Idaho since 1955.” 

The Honorable Frank Church, U.S. Senator from Idaho, indicated in his 
statement of March 16, 1959, during the hearings, that this serious power short- 
age would be alleviated through power generation at Burns Creek and by the 
firming of Palisades generation. He also said: “The marketability of the in- 
creased power is not based on displacing loads now being adequately served. 
The Federal Power Commission has reported that the rate of load growth is 
such that the output of the project could be utilized as soon as the project is 
completed.” 

3urns Creek should be considered an integral part of the Palisades Dam 
project. Asa part of the total Columbia River system, Burns Creek combined 
with Palisades Dam, provides a better-balanced, multiple-purpose development, 
including downstream flood control. They are both needed. The Burns Creek 
Dam will double the firm power capability of Palisades Dam. 

The U.S. Department of Interior communication of April 21, 1959, says: “The 
prime purpose of the Burns Creek development is reregulation of releases from 
Palisades. In addition, 100,000 acre-feet of its 234,000 acre-feet of reservoir 
capacity will be available for long-term holdover irrigation storage pur- 
poses. * * * It will, in effect, provide insurance water to be used during such 
periods of extreme drought as occurred during the early 1930's.” 

This means that the irrigation storage provided at Burns Creek could mean 
the difference between crop failure and crop harvest in a lean water year. 


STORAGE IMPORTANCE 


The importance of holdover storage is graphically shown at page 675 of the 
Boise, Idaho, hearings on October 13, 1959, by the Senate Select Committee on 
National Water Resources pursuant to Senate Resolution 48. This bar graph 
was submitted by Regional Director Harold T. Nelson, of the Bureau of Recla- 
mation, to show that although the adjusted average spill at Milner Dam was 
1,130,000 acre-feet per year, there was no spill at all during the 8 successive 
dry years of 1930-38 and the 3 dry years of 1939-42. At the other extreme the 
spill has been as great as 3,385,000 acre-feet in 1 year. The answer to this 
problem is better river regulation by means of upstream storage. The Burns 
Creek project not only would provide storage but would later be an important 
beneficiary when future upstream storage projects are built. This will enhance 
the long-range usefulness of the combined Palisades-Burns Creek project for 
irrigation, flood control, hydroelectric power, and other purposes. 


Le i 
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STAKE OF THE CONSUMER 


In contrast to projects like Canyon Ferry and Anderson Ranch where much 
of the power must be sold by the Government at sacrifice prices, most of the out- 
put of Burns Creek has an assured market at firm power prices. The consumer- 
owned or preference customers of southern Idaho will provide this assured 
market. 

Idaho has 33 preference electric distribution systems, including 13 municipal 
systems and 20 cooperatives. These systems serve 120,000 people in the State. 
Of the 33 systems, 24 are in the service area of the Burns Creek project. 

It is interesting to note that the first rural electric cooperatives in the United 
States were formed in Minidoka and Cassia Counties in the vicinity of Minidoka 
Dam. The Farmers Electric system at Rupert, Idaho, was formed in 1914. 
The cities of Idaho Falls and Burley established municipal electric systems in 
1901 and 1908 respectively. 

This area is known also for one of the first Federal reclamation projects in 
the Nation, the Minidoka irrigation project, authorized by Congress in 1904. It 
is a pioneer example of the multiple-purpose teamwork of hydroelectric power 
and irrigation. 

STATE NEEDS FEDERAL INVESTMENT 


We feel that the State of Idaho, generally, has been slighted when appropria- 
tions have been made for water resources development in the Northwest. This 
is directly illustrated by the budget requests made to Congress by the President 
this past January. The budget total for water, conservation, dam construction, 
and reclamation projects in the Northwest came to $163 million. Of this amount, 
specific work requests came to more than $92 million for Washington, and more 
than $35 million for Oregon. Idaho trailed far behind with slightly more than 
$1 million. 

Idaho desperately needs Federal investments to develop the State’s large 
potential of natural resources. 

For example, in the field of waterpower, the Nation has development 23 per- 
cent of its potential but only 9 percent of the Idaho potential. Yet, according 
to the Federal Power Commission, Idaho is third among the States with 8,- 
742,530 kilowatts available. 

Further development of these resources would make possible new payrolls, 
would encourage industrial expansion, would considerably bolster the morale of 
the citizens and would insure repayment of the Federal investment. It would 
provide economic opportunities for the youth of the State in farming and other 
fields. The lack of economic opportunities has forced many youngsters to leave 
their home State to search for jobs elsewhere. 

The slowing down of population growth and the correlated effect of lower 
personal incomes within the State as compared to other Northwest States are 
revealed in the survey of “Personal Income by States Since 1929” published by 
the U.S. Department of Commerce in 1956. 

From 1950 to 1955 U.S. population increased 9 percent, Washington 9 percent, 
Oregon 10 percent, but Idaho only 3 percent. 

The State’s disposable personal income is relatively lower than that of any 
other Northwest State. For 1953, the per capita disposable personal income was 
Idaho, $1,330; Washington, $1,727; and Oregon, $1,566. The continental United 
States figure was $1,565. 

CONCLUSIONS 


The Burns Creek project has been fostered, nurtured, and supported on a bi- 
partisan basis by both Idaho Senators. 

The Honorable Frank Church, in the Senate debate on July 24, 1959, said: 

“The Burns Creek Dam, which would be authorized * * * is not a radical 
innovation. It is the next step forward in a self-supporting program which has 
brought the area to its present levels of productivity, and will carry it to new 
heights. It is in the best tradition of multiple-purpose development which has 
permitted the West to bloom and prosper.” 

The Honorable Henry Dworshak, U.S. Senator from 
March 16, 1959: 

“Burns Creek is designed to fit into the already constructed Palisades Reser- 
voir project as a stream-regulating, water-storage, and power-producing project. 
I believe it exemplifies the concept of maximum development of water resources. 
It is a reimbursable project, which together with Palisades will repay the Gov- 
ernment costs of construction plus millions in taxes from increased agricultural 
Yields and industrial activity spurred by power and water resources it will 
make available to a large section of southeastern Idaho.” 


Idaho, commented on 





380 BURNS CREEK PROJECT, IDAHO 


For these reasons and in concurrence with the Senators and the citizens of 
the State of Idaho, the Northwest Public Power Association urges immediate 
authorization of the Burns Creek project. 

We also endorse the President’s budget recommendation of $500,000 to initiate 
construction. 


NORTHWEST PuBLIC POWER ASSOCIATION, 
Vancouver, Wash., June 6, 1957 
Re Burns Creek Dam. 
Hon. JAMES E. MuRRAY, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR MurrAy: The suddenness of the hearings on the Burns Creek 
Dam precluded earlier submission of testimony by this association. 

The Burns Creek Dam would be a desirable project provided that Federal 
transmission lines are constructed to connect with Palisades Dam and the Mini. 
doka project. 

The Idaho Power Co. wheeling agreement is entirely unsatisfactory. It should 
be canceled. Just recently the Idaho Power Co. utilized its tremendous lever. 
age of having wheeling control of Palisades power to force the city of Burley, 
Idaho, to surrender an attractive industrial load. 

In recent years an appropriations bill rider has made Bureau of Reclamation 
transmission line appropriations null and void if a power company would agree 
to wheel power. It makes no difference how atrocious the wheeling agreement 
may be, the Bureau is helpless, or at least so the Bureau officials advise me, 

An obvious and partial remedy is to repeal the rider in the appropriations bill. 

In the case of the Burns Creek Dam bill I would urge that construction power 
be provided by means of 115,000-volt Federal transmission lines interconnecting 
with Palisades Dam and the Minidoka project, and that commencement of con- 
struction of the Burns Creek Dam be contingent upon prior or simultaneous con- 
struction of such transmission lines. 

Speaking from hindsight may I say I wish we had testified similarly before 
the Canyon Ferry Dam and Anderson Dam were built as these are now captive 
projects, controlled by private utilities because the Federal Government lacks 
transmission lines to permit sale of power at firm power rates in accordance 
with law. We hope these errors can be prevented at Burns Creek Dam. 

It is respectfully requested that unless the law is changed, Burns Creek will 
be another private power captive dam. 

There is no sense in building Federal dams for Wall Street. The key is the 
transmission line. 

Accordingly, in endorsing the Burns Creek Dam we do so contingent on the 
construction of transmission lines for (a) integration with Palisades Dam and 
the Minidoka project, and (0b) for power marketing to preference agencies in 
southeastern Idaho who urgently need the power. 

Thank you for your many courtesies. 

Sincerely, 
Gus Norwoop, 
Erecutive Secretary. 

Mr. Rocers. The gentlewoman is recognized. 

Mrs. Prost. Mr. Chairman, I have a wire from Mr. Bill Roper, of 
Burley, Idaho, and another from Mr. Carl M. Shaner, of Ririe, 
Idaho, both in "favor of the Burns Creek project, which I should like 
to have made a part of the record. 

Mr. Rogers. Without objection, they will be included in the record. 

(The telegrams referred to are as follows:) 

Ririg, Ipano, February 11, 1960. 
Hon. GRACIE PFoSsT, 
Idaho Congresswoman, 


House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C.: 


We know our Representatives in Congress are American statesmen. Minority 
does not rule. We are seriously in need of Burns Creek Dam now. Your full 


support appreciated. 


Cart M. SHANER, 
Mayor, Ririe, Idaho. 
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Burtey, Ipano, February 16, 1960. 
Hon. GRACIE Prost, 


House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.: 


I favor House bill 1235, Burns Creek project. Needed for reclamation pur- 
poses in this area. Recommend that they vote it out of committee with due 
assage. 
r WILLi1AM RoPER. 


Mrs. Prosr. A letter from the Milner Low-Lift Irrigation District, 
also favoring the project. 


Mr. Rocers. Without objection, that will be included in the record. 
(The letter referred to is as follows:) 
MILNER Low-Lirt IRRIGATION DistTRICT, 


Murtaugh, Idaho, February 2, 1960. 
Hon. GRACIE PFosT, 


Congresswoman from Idaho, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


Deak Mrs. Prost: We wish to advise you that the board of directors of the 
Milner Low-Lift Irrigation District, Murtaugh, Idaho, at their regular monthly 
meeting held on February 2, 1960, unanimously passed a resolution endorsing 
the proposed legislation (S. 281) to authorize the Secretary of the Interior to 
construct, operate, and maintain a reregulating and irrigation reservoir and other 


works at the Burns Creek site in the upper Snake River Valley, Idaho, and 
for other purposes. 


We are very much interested in S. 281 because we have 1,641 acres of very 
fertile land in our project without water. We have made application for 
15,500 acre-feet of space in Burns Creek Reservoir to irrigate the said lands. 

We hereby request that this letter be on record and be read at the hearings 
beginning February 15, 1960, on S. 281 before the House Subcommittee on Irriga- 
tion and Reclamation of the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

Very truly yours, 
MILNER Low-Lirt IRRIGATION DISTRICT, 
By Max Bo .ey, President, 
Ear D. Sears, Secretary. 


Mrs. Prosr. I have wires from Mr. Tom Olmstead, president of the 
board of directors of Twin Falls Canal Co., and Mr. James Silbaugh, 
president, board of directors of the North Side Canal Co., who state 
their opposition to any effort on the part of fish and game interests 
to authorize allocation of irrigation storage water to Grays Lake. 
Ishould like to have those included in the record. 

Mr. Rocrers. Without objection, they will be included in the record. 

(The telegrams referred to are as follows:) 


TWIN FALLS, IpAno, February 13, 1960. 
Hon. GRACIE Prost, 


Congresswoman from Idaho, 
House Office Building, 
Washington, D.C.: 


Following telegram sent to Congressman Rogers: “Board of Directors of 
Twin Falls Canal Co., representing 200,000 irrigated acres, adopted a resolution 
at its regular meeting on February 10 opposing any effort on the part of fish 
and game interests to authorize allocation of any irrigation storage water made 
available under the Burns Creek authorization bill (S. 281) for development of 
fish and wildlife at Grays Lake Refuge. If this were done the project would 
cease to have any irrigation features.” 

Respectfully ask that this telegram be made a part of record of hearing 
commencing on February 16. 


Tom OLMSTEAD, President, Board of Directors. 


51710—60——_25 
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Twin FALts, IpAHo, February 18, 1960. 

Hon. GRACIE PFost, 
Congresswoman from Idaho, House Office Building, Washington, D.C.: 

Following telegram sent to Congressman Rogers: “We are informed that fish 
and wildlife interests may seek to amend Burns Creek authorization bill (g§ 
281) to authorize allocation of some 55,000 acre-feet of storage water now allo- 
cated to irrigation for conservation and development of fish and wildlife at 
proposed Grays Lake Refuge. The board of directors of North Side Canal Co 
representing 160,000 irrigated acres, are definitely opposed to any such proposal. 
This would defeat reclamation features of project. 

“Would appreciate if our views made part of record at hearing commencing on 
February 16.” 

J. H. SILBAUGH, 
President, Board of Directors, Jerome Idaho. 


[Subsequently, a telegram from Hon. John Sanborn, who testified 
at the hearing, was received and authorized for inclusion in the 
record at this point. | 

HAGERMAN, IDAHO, February 22, 1960. 
Hon. GRACIE B. Prost, 
Old House Office Building, Washington, D.C.: 

Idaho Farm Bureau Federation endorses Burns Creek project with amend- 
ment protecting farmers and stockmen in Grays Lake area and urge favorable 
consideration. I personally concur. 

JOHN SANBORN, 


Mrs. Prost. Mr. Chairman, I should also like to ask whether or not 
the unanimous-consent request of the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
to submit questions to witnesses who have appeared here will apply 
to witnesses who appeared last year also. 

Mr. Rogers. Well, there may be some question about that, Mrs, 
Pfost, and without objection the Chair will recognize you for a unani- 
mous-consent request that they be included. 

Mrs. Prost. Mr. Chairman, I would ask unanimous consent that 
members of the committee who wish to submit questions to any wit- 
nesses who appeared here last year, be permitted to ask the questions 
and get the answers in writing and submit them for the record. 

Mr. Rogers. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

(Subsequently, the following letter was submitted for the record 
by Hon. Gracie Pfost in answer to certain questions asked the Bureau 
of Reclamation regarding the Burns Creek project :) 


U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, 
REGIONAL OFFICE, REGION 1, 
Boise, Idaho, February 20, 1960. 
Hon. GRACIE PFOST, 
Member of Congress, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR CONGRESSWOMAN Prost: This will reply to your letter to me dated Feb 
ruary 18 in which you request answers to 10 questions concerning the proposed 
Burns Creek Dam, powerplant, and reservoir addition to the Palisades project. 

It is understood that these data are intended to be made a part of the hearings 
record of the Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation of the House Com- 
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs in connection with hearings on 8. 281 
and H.R. 1235 which were concluded on February 17, 1960. 

The questions are answered in the order contained in your letter as follows: 

Question No. 1: Would you describe for us the evolution of the Burns Creek 
project and its relationship to Palisades? 

Answer: The evolution of the present proposal for adding a dam, powerplant, 
and reservoir at the Burns Creek site to the existing Palisades project may be 
summarized as follows: 
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1951 


First studies of a facility to reregulate Palisades powerplant releases were 
begun responsive to the suggestion of the Federal Power Commission in its letter 
of January 17, 1950 (see p. VIII, H. Doc. 720, 81st Cong., 2d sess.). This 
resulted in a determination that a capacity of 17,000 acre-feet downstream from 
Palisades would permit Palisades powerplant to operate at full capacity 14 hours 
a day, 5 days a week, and be shut down completely the balance of the time. 
The 17,000 acre-feet of pondage would allow uniform releases to be made down- 
stream past all canal headings at all times. Four sites along Snake River 
were studied initially. These were at Swan Valley, Conant Valley, Dry Creek, 
and Burns Creek, ranging from 16 to 30 miles downstream from Palisades. It 
was impossible to consider sites any further down because the canyon opens 
up and the first of the many irrigation canal headworks are in the riverbed. It 
should be emphasized at this point that Palisades standing alone is completely 
sound and the reregulation suggested by FPC was not for the purpose of pro- 
viding additional regulation downstream but for the purpose of providing 
upstream fluctuations to make an even better use of machine capacity and 
investment already in the Palisades powerhouse. Thus there would never be 
a requirement for another reregulating reservoir below Burns Creek because 
Burns Creek releases would always be uniform. 


1952-53 


As the independent studies were going on looking into reregulation to in- 
crease Palisades power values, the irrigation storage space in the Palisades 
Dam, 1,200,000 acre-feet, then under construction, was oversubscribed by 300,000 
acre-feet. It was necessary to set up an allocation committee to allot the avail- 
able Palisades irrigation space and scale down the requests received. At this 
pcint the water users agreed among themselves that the next 300,000 acre-feet 
of new space that could be located and developed on Snake River would be given 
the same priority as Palisades if made available to relieve the 300,000 acre-foot 
oversubscription. In other words, the water users at this point requested 
hydraulic integration of the next 300,000 acre-feet that would be developed on 
the river. The Bureau immediately started investigations independent of the 
reregulation problem to locate more irrigation space. The possibility of enlarging 
Palisades Dam was first looked at and discarded because of site limitations and 
strenuous backwater objections from the State of Wyoming. 

The Bureau next started investigating storage sites upstream in Wyoming (the 
Narrows site and others). Near the close of 1953, Bureau studies downstream 
indicated that the increase in Palisades power value from a _ single-purpose 
17,300 acre-feet reregulating reservoir would not justify the construction of a 
low dam. 


1954-55 


A series of public hearings were held by the Army Corps of Engineers, one of 
which was held in Jackson, Wyo., in connection with Snake River development 
possibilities in Wyoming. Objections by recreation and wildlife interests to any 
further dams in Wyoming were most strenuous. The Bureau has subsequently 
completed its Narrows investigation and has concluded that (1) no further 
action should be taken on a project in this stretch of river because of Wyoming 
objections, and (2) the costs at this time would require that any power developed 
would be above the present market value in cost. 

Immediately after the Wyoming hearing, all upper Snake River water users 
and canal companies who have an annual meeting each year of what is known as 
water district 36, formally passed a resolution requesting the Bureau to add 
whatever irrigation storage was possible to the reregulation study then under- 
way below Palisades. 

In the light of the above developments, investigation of a multiple-purpose 
project below Palisades was begun in 1955 which included incorporating the 
previous studies of a reregulating reservoir with storage for irrigation and a 
range of at-site powerplants ranging in size from 45,000 kilowatts to 90,000 
kilowatts. 


1956 


Before the final report was prepared the several alternates were presented 
to the water users and all other interested parties at a public meeting of the 
upper Snake River water users protective union in Idaho Falls, which resulted 
in another unanimous resolution that the Bureau prepare a final report based 
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upon complete multiple-purpose development of the Burns Creek site for the 
combined purposes of providing irirgation storage, at-site power, and reregulation 
of Palisades powerplant releases. 

In summary, then, the current Burns Creek proposal provides for multiple- 
purpose development of the only site left on Snake River between American Falls 
Dam and Palisades Dam on the main stem of Snake River in Idaho. A re. 
regulating dam without storage or powerplant would be of little or no benefit 
to the irrigators because Palisades is operated now strictly in accordance with 
irrigation requirements downstream and so as not to provide any fluctuations 
downstream during the irrigation season. 

Burns Creek is one more link in the orderly development of the Snake River 
water resource that started in the 1880's and is geared to the economic growth 
of the area. At no point of time when Minidoka Dam and powerplant was built 
in 1907 through to Palisades in the 1950’s was there an implication that each 
project along the way was the last project that should be built or that all future 
needs were taken care of. This implication was not made when Hoover Dam 
was built on the Colorado, when Grand Coulee Dam was built on the Columbia, 
or Fort Peck on the Missouri. 

Question No. 2: How effectively will the 100,000 acre-feet of storage in Burns 
Creek be used for irrigation during the life of the project? 

Answer: It was brought out in the answer to question 1 that the water users 
have contractually agreed upon the hydraulic integration of Burns Creek storage 
space with the yield of irrigation space in the existing Palisades Reservoir, 
This agreed-upon integration enormously increased the usefulness and yield of 
Burns Creek space compared to what it would be standing alone or if in some 
other reservoir built on this reach of Snake River and not integrated with 
Palisades. 

The proposed Burns Creek Reservoir alone, with a storage priority junior 
to Palisades Reservoir, could serve only as long-term holdover supply with 
the full storage capacity delivered and used two or three times in the last 50 
years. The Palisades contracts, however, provide for operation of Burns Creek 
Reservoir as though its storage priority were the same as that established for 
Palisades and consequently the potential storage water yield for all practical 
purposes would be identical to that for Palisades Reservoir. 

The operation of all the reservoirs on the upper Snake River will be coordi- 
nated, with the reservoir system operated as a pool so as to obtain maximum 
water yields. The basis for such coordination is provided in the Palisades 
contracts. The proper integration of additional holdover storage capacity into 
the existing storage system permits fuller utilization of the more firm yielding 
capacity such as that in American Falls and Jackson Lake Reservoirs. The 
individual irrigation companies and districts then may safely make larger 
drafts on their early priority storage. It is no longer necessary to use potential 
high yield capacity as holdover storage for insurance against the occasional dry 
year. This is borne out by actual experience in storage use in 1958 and 1959. 

Operated in the above manner, the 100,000 acre-feet of irrigation storage 
capacity to be provided by construction of the proposed Burns Creek Reservoir 
would provide a real increase in irrigation storage water supplies. It is esti- 
mated that the long-term average annual yield of the reservoir system would be 
increased by 25,000 acre-feet. Although this increase results, in part, from 
better utilization of existing storage capacity, this appears to be a fair measure 
of the contribution which the proposed development could make. 

In summary, the value of this space to the upper Snake River water users is 
amply demonstrated by the fact that when the watermaster called for applica- 
tions for Burns Creek space if and when available, it was oversubscribed by 50 
percent. These applications were inserted in the record in August 1959. 

The above description of Burns Creek operations will also demonstrate why 
Burns Creek space could not be used by the Secretary to reactivate the earlier 
controversial Grays Lake exchange even if he were so disposed and the legislation 
could be construed to so permit. 

Question 3: With Palisades upstream, will silting of the Burns Creek Reservoir 
be a severe problem as was brought out by Mr. Naughton of the Utah Power 
Co.? 

Answer: Mr. Naughton was undoubtedly thinking of sedimentation problems 
that do exist in some streams of the Southwest. Because the watersheds of 
Snake River lie in heavily covered areas of national forests and Yellowstone 
National Park, there will never be a significant loss of capacity due to silting in 
Burns Creek, Palisades, nor has there been in existing reservoirs on Snake River 
that have been operated over 40 years. For example, actual measurements of 
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sedimentation in Arrowrock Reservoir were made in 1947 after the reservoir 
had been in operation 32 years. The measurement showed that 7,700 acre-feet 
of silt accumulated in 32 years, which is about 4.1 percent of the capacity of 
186,000 acre-feet. The Boise River Basin has a sediment rate much higher than 
will ever be the case above Burns Creek because of early-day placer mining 
and less watershed cover. 

At rates estimated by the Soil Conservation Service, U.S. Department of 
Agriculture, as applying to the specific area, the estimated sediment deposition 
in 100 years from the 4,500 square mile drainage area above Palisades would 
not exceed 50,000 acre-feet in Palisades Reservoir, which is about 3.6 percent of 
the total capacity of 1,400,000 acre-feet. In other words, it will be about 400 
years before sedimentation exceeds the dead storage capacity of 200,000 acre- 
feet. Burns Creek Reservoir will have a river level outlet which will prevent 
the accumulation of any significant sediment deposit. 

Question 4: Did not the Bureau estimate Palisades project at $76 million 
and then build it for $63 million? 

Answer: The answer is essentially yes. However, the difference is not all 
savings ; 124 miles of transmission lines and 3 substations originally authorized 
as a part of the original product and a part of the $76.6 million estimate were 
not built from Goshen to American Falls because of the execution of wheeling 
contracts with the Idaho and Utah Power Cos. These facilities account for 
about $3.8 million of the total. The balance is essentially savings reflected in 
extremely favorable bid prices. 

Question 5: Will you try to achieve a reduction from your present estimate 
for the Burns Creek project? 

Answer: Yes. Cost estimates are based on the best current data available 
on material, labor, and contract costs prevailing on the date of the estimate. 
In addition, suitable contingency factors are applied, in this case 20 percent, 
for construction of the dam and reservoir, 25 percent for the powerhouse. 
Naturally, final construction designs will take advantage of any favorable site 
conditions. Further than that, final costs will depend upon bid prices received 
and the extent to which unforeseen conditions do or do not develop within the 
contingency factors assumed. 

Question 6: If Burns Creek project is authorized, will the Bureau try to find 
a profitable market for the added peaking capacity that will be available at 
Palisades after it is integrated with Burns Creek? 

Answer: Yes. The present Burns Creek-Palisades payout schedules are con- 
servative in that they are predicated on returns from the existing rate schedules 
with no added return assumed for the additional peaking capacity that will 
accrue to the system. Peaking capacity does have added value. For example, 
a premium payment for peaking service at Anderson Ranch Dam on the Boise 
project is being paid by the Idaho Power Co. Over a 50-year payout period 
it is expected that peaking capacity will gain in value as the area load develops 
and to the extent that these values are realized, payout will be improved over 
that now assumed. 

Question 7: What is the long-range outlook for integrating thermal power 
into the power systems of the Pacific Northwest? 

Answer: The Snake River power systems are a part of the Pacific Northwest 
area covered by long-range power market surveys conducted both by the Federal 
Power Commission and the Bonneville Power Administration. One such impor- 
tant long-range outlook for peakload and dependable capacity as published in 
the Army Engineers 308 Review Report is attached as a part of this answer. 
(See p. 388.) It will be observed that FPC peakload estimate shows that by 1970 
1 million kilowatts of new thermal capacity will be required ; by 1975 this jumps 
to 3 million kilowatts; by 1980, 6 million kilowatts: and by 1985, 10 million kilo- 
watts. In other words, by 1985, 40 percent of the new capacity will be thermal 
and available hydro will not only drop off but the operation of all hydro will be 
changed to make possible effective integration with new thermal. 

In my opinion, holding back feasible hydro developments because of possible 
competition with coal in the Pacific Northwest creates a highly artificial situa- 
tion that cannot long prevail in view of the dominant role that awaits thermal 
power from here on out. A better long-range answer is for feasible hydro to be 
developed as a basis for a more widespread integrated use of thermal to go along 
with it. 

Question 8: What do you have in mind in the way of fish and wildlife and 
recreation facilities in connection with the Burns Creek project? 
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Answer: I cannot, of course, speak for the Bureau of Sports Fisheries or the 
National Park Service other than to say that I am unaware of any planning 
that was not confined to the Burns Creek Reservoir area and upstream and 
downstream areas on Snake River. 

At the time our planning studies were being completed for the Burns Creek 
reregulating dam and reservoir, the Fish and Wildlife Service recommended 
that a minimum release of 1,000 cubic feet of water per second be provided at 
all times immediately below the Palisades reregulating dam and that additional 
detailed studies of fish and wildlife resources be made. The Fish and Wildlife 
Service has continued their studies and have contacted us from time to time, 
Based on these discussions, we had in mind that the modifications for fish and 
wildlife would consist of facilities in the vicinity of Burns Creek and Palisades, 
Such things as artificial spawning areas below both dams, streambed improve- 
ments on the small tributary streams between the dams, and possible screening 
of downstream diversions were envisioned. 

Planned recreation facilities consist of replacement facilities for three forest 
camps which would be inundated within Burns Creek Reservoir area and mini- 
mum basic facilities. These latter include picnic facilities at the Burns Creek, 
Black Canyon, and Dry Canyon areas, and launching facilities and parking areas 
at both the lower and upper end of Burns Creek Reservoir. 

Question 9: How much summer firm power will be made available by the 
addition of Burns Creek Dam? 

Answer. Expressed in terms of kilowatt-hours, it is estimated that the inte 
grated Burns Creek-Palisades operation will add 143.6 million kilowatt-hours 
of year-round firm energy, and 154.6 million kilowatt-hours of so-called irriga- 
tion season firm power over that available from Palisades powerplant operating 
alone. The term “irrigation season” firm may be a term unique to people 
accustomed to conventional power terms. Both Palisades and Burns Creek will 
be passing large quantities of stored irrigation water from Jackson Lake and 
Palisades Reservoirs during the irrigation season. This water is required to be 
released for downstream irrigation use. We have then the ideal combination of 
large water releases during the irrigation season which in turn can generate 
proportionate blocks of energy that fit the irrigation release pattern. Neither 
this water nor the energy are available outside of the irrigation season but a 
fixed part of both are firm during every irrigation season. Of course, the water 
and the energy go separate ways after leaving Burns Creek because the water 
is largely used in gravity canals by old developments along the river. 

As mentioned by Mr. Naughton in his testimony, however, it happens that 
there is a large underground waterflow, particularly north of Snake River, all 
the way from the Mud Lake area to the Thousand Springs area near Hagerman. 
No natural stream of any consequence enters Snake River from the north in 
almost 300 miles because most of the live streams sink into the lava beds after 
emergence from the mountain ranges to the north. An official of the U.S. 
Geological Survey has estimated that the Snake River Plain may contain as 
much as 400 million acre-feet of water in storage underground, of which about 
5 million acre-feet are discharged annually into the Snake River below most 
of the present surface diversion points upstream. This tremendous potential 
was virtually untouched until after World War II. Now, some 300,000 acres of 
new lands have been developed largely by private initiative. The Minidoka 
North Side Pumping Division was developed by the Federal Government to open 
up some 66,000 acres of public domain to veterans of World War II and Korea, 
and this acreage gets its water supply from underground water using Palisades 
project summer generation for pumping. 

This discussion is furnished to bring out the important relationship of Burns 
Creek-Palisades summer generation to the underground water supply and the 
potential future irrigation development on Snake River Plain. The Govern- 
ment is not proposing any new large-scale irrigation developments comparable 
to Minidoka North Side at this time, but several water exchange proposals to 
aid areas presently distressed by surface water shortage are under study that 
may use some of this pumping energy if and when available. Since no Federal 
developments are recommended, no irrigation benefit as such was associated 
in the Burns Creek project report with the large block of new irrigation season 
energy. 

Question 10. Can you give us an estimate of the number of acres that could 
be developed through the use of this pumping energy based on pumping expe 
rience to date? 

Answer. The number of acres that can be irrigated by a given block of kilo 
watt-hours, of course, would be a function of the pumping lift, amount of water 
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pumped, and some other variables such as size and efficiency of plants, etc. 
Nonetheless, the Government has acquired some fairly representative data from 
actual operations to date on the Minidoka North Side Pumping Division previ- 
ously referred to in the answer to question 9. This development may well be 
the largest single underground pumping project in the country, if not the world. 

For calendar year 1958, 588 farms averaging 115 acres each used a total of 
123,220 kilowatt-hours per farm at an average delivered cost of $4 per irrigable 
acre. Average farm delivery was 3.25 acre-feet per acre and average lift for 
each well was 207 feet. 

On this basis, the 154 million kilowatt-hours of new irrigation season firm 
available from the Burns-Creek-Palisades combination would be enough to de- 
yelop approximately 1,290 like farms, or 148,000 new acres. 

I am inclined to think that opportunities available elsewhere than on Mini- 
doka North Side would be at a higher head, which would reduce the acreage 
accordingly. As a practical matter, from 75,000 to 100,000 acres could con- 
ceivably develop in the next 10 to 15 years if pumping energy is available at a 
delivered cost of under $10 per acre. 

I have attempted to make these answers factually responsive to your 
questions. 

Very truly yours, 


H. T. NeEtson, Regional Director. 
[Subsequently, the following letters from several witnesses were 
submitted for the record in answer to questions of Hon. John P. 
Saylor regarding their testimony before the committee. ] 


House OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., March 9, 1960. 
Hon. WAYNE N. ASPINALL, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR COLLEAGUE: In regard to the two questions of Representative Saylor 
I would like to have the following answers submitted: 

Question 1: Do you know of any other instance where a reclamation project 
is used to bail out financially a power project of the Bureau of Reclamation? 

Answer 1: I don’t personally know of any. 

Question 2: Where do you get the figure of $472,000 annually as the tax loss 
that would develop from the Burns Creek project? 

Answer 2: The $472,000 annual tax loss is a Bureau of Reclamation caleula- 
tion as to how much in taxes would be foregone by the Federal, State and local 
governments by the Burns Creek project being done by the Government rather 
than by private industry. The Bureau of Reclamation has to calculate these 
figures as a part of the cost in the benefit-cost ratio for a project. This figure 
can be found in the Planning Report of the Secretary of the Interior on the 
Burns Creek Project (H. Doc. 147, 85th Cong., p. 26). 

Best wishes, 
H. A. Drxon, 
Member of Congress. 


RocHEsSTER Gas & ELectric Corp., 


Rochester, N.Y., March 8, 1960. 
Hon. WAYNE N. ASPINALL, 


Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 
Subject: Burns Creek testimony, H.R. 1235. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN ASPINALL: The following information is submitted as 
supplementary material to my testimony before your committee and in response 
to Congressman John P. Saylor’s questions contained in your letter of March 
2, 1960. 

Pages 168, 169 


Question: What items of subsidy, in your opinion, enter into the cost of 
power to be produced by a dam such as Burns Creek to be built by the Bureau 
of Reclamation? How significant are these items of subsidy? 

Answer: The usual items of subsidy, inherent in any Government electric 
power project, enter into the Burns Creek project. Out of every gross dollar 
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the customer of an investor-owned electric utility company pays for electric 
service an average of 23 cents goes for direct Federal, State, and local taxes. 
Federal power projects pay no Federal or State taxes and the local taxes paid, 
if any, are only token gestures. In other words, Federal power customers are 
not paying their proportionate share of Government costs and that share 
which they avoid must be paid for by other segments of our population. This 
is a direct subsidy amounting to almost one-quarter of the “preference” cus- 
tomers’ electric bill. 

The Bureau of Reclamation projects are set up on an interest rate of 3 percent. 
Cost of “long-term money” to the Federal Government is closer to 5 percent. 
Here again is a direct subsidy that is costing the general taxpayer close to 
2 percent for financing charges alone. 

Testimony on the Burns Creek project based on Bureau of Reclamation figures 
showed that, based on the Palisades rates, Burns Creek would fall short of pay- 
ing interest charges alone by approximately $300,000—another direct subsidy 
for the project. 

Page 174 

In my testimony I asked, “Will the Government then be obligated to supple- 
ment hydro by building steam or atomic plants?” 

Question: On what do you base this question? Have you any information 
that anyone is contemplating building steamplants to supplement the hydro- 
plants of the Bureau of Reclamation? 

Answer: Harold Nelson, regional director of the Bureau of Reclamation, 
while testifying before a Senate subcommittee in May 1959 on Burns Creek and 
the Snake River, said, “I have enough confidence in the development picture that 
I see in the Northwest to know that before too many years we are going to have 
to have a large thermal electric component in order to make better use of our 
hydro.” The inference here is obvious. 

N. B. Bennett, Assistant Commissioner of Reclamation, testified before the 
Senate Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation in May 1959 in connection 
with the Burns Creek project as follows: 

“* * * but these people (referring to preference customers) now have con- 
tracts for power with the Federal Government, and we believe that they should 
continue to receive from the Federal Government power to meet their growing 
loads.” 

This is a clear declaration of “utility responsibility” on the part of a Bureau 
of Reclamation official. It is obvious that if this policy is to be carried out, 
when the hydro capacity is used up it will be necessary to supplement it with 
thermal plants, steam or nuclear. 

For years the proponents of “public power” have maintained that the Govern- 
ment had a utility responsibility. TVA is an excellent example of steamplants 
being built to firm up hydro in spite of the fact that TVA was primarily a flood 
control and navigation undertaking. The justification for the steamplants was 
based on the “utility responsibility’ that TVA assumed without congressional 
intent. 

Page 178 


Question: Do you have any specific information on studies that the Bureau 
of Reclamation is making of projects that might involve power to be marketed 
in the Snake Valley? 

Answer: The Bureau of Reclamation has spent over $1,050,000 to determine 
the feasibility of the Bear River project in northern Utah and southern Idaho. 
The project would have an estimated generating capacity of 45,400 kilowatts. 

By the end of 1961 the Bureau of Reclamation will have spent $191,900 on the 
Snake Narrows project in Idaho and Wyoming. This project involves approxi- 
mately 270,000 kilowatts of added generating capacity. 

The Bureau has spent close to $1 million on a survey of the Garden Valley 
division of the Boise project in Idaho which will cost another $1,300,000 to com- 
plete. This project involves 360,000 kilowatts of generating capacity. 

These are but three projects about which I am aware. 
more if I had the time to ferret them out. 

I appreciated your courtesy to allow me to be heard out of turn by your com- 


mittee on the Burns Creek bill and, if I can be of further assistance, please let 
me know. 


Sincerely yours, 


I am sure there are 


Rospert E. GINNA, 
Chairman of the Board, 
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SNAKE RIvER POWER ASSOCIATION, INC., 
Burley, Idaho, March 9, 1960. 
Jon, WAYNE N. ASPINALL, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR MR. ASPINALL: I appreciate the opportunity that you extend to answer 
questions as asked by Congressman John P. Saylor in regard to our statements 
before your committee in support of the Burns Creek project. 

Question No. 1: You say that by 1970 your members will be needing an added 
35,000 kilowatts, which will be equal to the output of Burns Creek. How do 
you plan to get the power needed for your growth after that date? 

Answer: By 1970 the electric loads and the organizational facilities of our 
members will have grown, with the use of the 35,000 kilowatts, to a size which 
will make it feasible for us to combine our resources and build a plant or plants 
to furnish us with power for our growth after that date. 

At the present time our loads and resources are too small to allow us to com- 
bine in this manner, particularly in view of the fact that we are separated 
geographically just far enough apart to make interchanges between us by trans- 
mission infeasible for the relatively small blocks of power we now use. 

We have already made preliminary investigation of other hydrosites we might 
develop, as well as possibilities of thermal production. 

We plan to design our developments in such a manner as to be able to coordi- 
nate with the Bureau of Reclamation’s plants as they will have at that time, 
and any others that they may develop in the future. 

Question No. 2: You say that to buy pumping power from Utah Power & 
Light Co. would be beyond the economic limit for your area. Would it be beyond 
your economic limit if you had to pay the full cost of Burns Creek power? 

Answer: Since Congressman Saylor did not specify any figure or any method 
by which to compute the full cost of Burns Creek power, I can only assume that 
what he meant was the cost of power if the plant was considered as standing 
alone, which is of course a completely unrealistic and unfair method of deter- 
mining costs since no utility, public or private, charges their customers a 
separate rate for the power from each individual plant but instead integrates 
the high-cost plants with the lower and comes up with a single rate which will 
give them adequate revenue to meet all their obligations. 

However, to answer the question, on my assumption I would say no; it would 
not be beyond our economic limit to pay for the full cost for Burns Creek power, 
because that rate would be 5.27 mills per kilowatt-hour, or only 15 percent more 
than we now pay, while Utah Power & Light Co. rate is 100 percent more than 
we now pay (rate of 5.27 mills taken from 8S. Rept. No. 861, p. 5). 

Question No. 3: On page 214 are you saying that only by getting subsidized 
power can your irrigators function? 

Answer: No; we are not saying that. Our irrigators are functioning now 
with power from the Palisades project, and certainly that is not subsidized, as 
even the opponents of the Burns Creek project have referred repeatedly to Pali- 
sades as a good project. What we are saying here is that the rates from Utah 
Power & Light Co. are too high for the farmers to develop irrigation by pumping 
with electric power. We do, however, have a river resource which, when devel- 
oped for multipurpose use, will deliver power at low enough cost for this pump- 
ing irrigation, and it doesn’t have to be subsidized to do it. 

One reason why such a project as the Burns Creek-Palisades project will de- 
liver this lower-cost power is because the pattern of demand for the pumping 
power fits the seasonal releases of water for the surface irrigators. 

I sincerely hope that I have made myself clear on the answers to the questions 
raised by Mr. Saylor. 

Sincerely yours, 
EpwIn C. SCHLENDER, 
Secretary, Snake River Power Association, Inc. 





Questions To Be ASKED OF E. M. NAUGHTON 


On pages 361 and 362 you say that you would infer from testimony of witnesses 
of the Bureau of Reclamation that when all hydro sites are developed in the 
Northwest that the U.S. Government would construct steam or other generating 
facilities as might be required for its preference customers. On what do you 
base this statement? 
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Mayor Salmon of Burley, Idaho, has implied that there has been a reduction 
in the amount of steam-generated electricity produced apparently by your com- 
pany. Is this well founded? Is he correct in making this statement ? 

Will the construction of Burns Creek Dam take out of production land now 
used for agriculture and grazing? If so, how much? 





Uran Power & LicutT Co., 
Salt Lake City, Utah, March 7, 1960. 
Hon. WAYNE N. ASPINALL, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, House of Representa- 
tives, House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN ASPINALL: This is in reply to your letter of March 2, 
1960, listing additional questions by Congressman John P. Saylor, in connection 
with hearings on the Burns Creek project held February 15 through 17, 1960. 

The basis for my statement on pages 361 and 362 that I would infer from 
Bureau of Reclamation testimony that when all hydro sites are developed in 
the Northwest the U.S. Government would construct steam or other generating 
facilities as might be required for its preference customers is this: The Bu- 
reau’s statement through Mr. Bennett as to the Federal Government’s claim to 
a continuing responsibility to supply electric power to a preference customer 
once that customer has received byproduct power from a Bureau multipurpose 
project is quite clear. If it is once conceded that the Bureau has utility respon- 
sibility, then it would be free to develop power sources to meet the preference 
customer loads in whatever manner it saw fit. When the region’s hydro re- 
sources are fully developed then the Bureau, in order to meet claimed utility 
responsibility, would have to build thermoelectric plants. It was this philosophy 
of continuing utility responsibility which led to the situation that has developed 
in the TVA area. TVA, which started out to be a flood control and navigation 
project with hydropower as an incidental feature is now a major power project 
with 75 percent of its total capacity from huge steamplants built for the sole 
purpose of developing power for preference customers in the area. 

I do not know what Mayor Salmon of Burley, Idaho, had in mind when he 
implied that there had been a reduction in the amount of steam-generated elec- 
tricity produced by Utah Power & Light Co. The facts are that in 1958 we gen- 
erated 2.300 billion kilowatt-hours of electricity by steam plants and, in 1959, 
2.362, an increase of 62 million kilowatt-hours. This increase came about as 
a result of the general increase in use of electricity in our territory in the States 
of Idaho, Utah, and Wyoming. However, had the Palisades project not supplied 
power to customers in our area the amount of steam-generated energy would 
have been considerably more. In 1959, the city of Idaho Falls, Lost River 
Electric Association, and Fall Electric Association purchased 95 million kilowatt- 
hours from the Palisades project which otherwise would have been purchased 
from Utah Power & Light Co., and generated by steam. In addition, Utah Power 
& Light Co. purchased 182 million kilowatt-hours of dump Palisades energy in 
accordance with our contract with the Bureau. Thus the total amount of steam 
energy generated in 1959 would have been 277 million kilowatt-hours greater 
had it not been for Palisades, which would have required the equivalent of 120,- 
000 tons of additional coal. 

Congressman Saylor also asked if the construction of Burns Creek Dam would 
take out of production land now used for agriculture and grazing. According to 
the Bureau of Reclamation figures contained in House Document 147, 85th 
Congress, Ist session, the Burns Creek project would result in taking out of 
production 1,400 acres of cultivated land and 2,800 acres of pasture and 
grazing land, a total reduction of some 4,200 acres. The Bureau has stated 
that Burns Creek power would be used to pump water to put 65,000 acres of new 
land northwest of Idaho Falls under cultivation. This acreage is in our service 
territory and is adjacent to land now being served electricity by our company 
for ground water pumping. Of the 65,000 acres referred to by the Bureau in 
1957, Utah Power & Light Co., has since supplied power to irrigate 17,000 acres. 
At this rate of development, most of the acreage would be under cultivation by 
the time the Burns Creek project could be completed. As the economy of the 
area develops and it is desired to bring more land under cultivation, we have 
the facilities and are willing and able to supply power for pumps in this area. 

Burns Creek stored water, according to Bureau testimony, would supply sup- 
plemental water only and would not bring new land under cultivation. There- 
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fore the only conclusion that can be drawn is that the net loss of cultivated anq 
grazing land would be 4,200 acres. 
Cordially, 
EK. M. Navauton, 


WYOMING NATURAL RESOURCE BOoArp, 
Cheyenne, Wyo., March 8, 1960. 
Congressman WAYNE N. ASPINALL, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN ASPINALL: May I acknowledge your letter of March 2 
1960, relative to my testimony at the hearings on the Burns Creek legislation, 

I note the questions posed for me by Congressman John P. Saylor regarding 
the statement, and I am attaching my answers to such questions. 

I appreciate your courtesy in forwarding these to me and if we can be of any 
additional assistance to the committee, please feel free to call on us. q 

Very sincerely yours, 
J. A. “Buck” BucHANAN, 
Executive Director. 


Question 1: On page 485 you say that preference customers in Idaho receiving 
power from Burns Creek project would include communities which are in eeo- 
nomic competition with communities in Wyoming. Exactly what is the nature 
of this competition? 

The economic competition which I refer to here is the type of economic com- 
petition with which our board is most concerned, that of industrial development, 
In general various sections of the Rocky Mountain region are in competitiun, 
one against the other, since many of the areas have the same general type of 
natural resources. This is particularly true in adjacent areas such as exist 
here. Western Wyoming, eastern Idaho, and northern Utah provide similar raw 
materials for shipments to the same general market centers. This particular 
competition with eastern Idaho and southwestern Wyoming includes such items 
as coal and phosphate. The development of such natural resources is of prime 
interest to us. Only recently we were fortunate enough to obtain for south- 
western Wyoming, in the vicinity of the area under discussion, an industrial 
plant which was also considering a location in the general section of northern 
Utah. A great many of the economic factors in this particular instance were the 
same for both areas. Several favorable portions of the economic picture made 
a location in Wyoming the most desirable. Subsidization in any form was not 
present in Wyoming. 

In the attraction of manufacturing industry, of course, the entire general 
area is always in competition on a very nearly equal basis regardless of State 
lines. While the power costs may be relatively small, this is only one additional 
factor to be considered in industrial location. In any sense, competition of sub- 
sidized power would be unfair. 

There is a critical situation in this area of southwestern Wyoming under con- 
sideration as this area has had a sizable unemployment problem. It would cer- 
tainly seem unfair to provide economic subsidization to any competing area at 
the expense of an area which already has been in a critical situation. 

The important point to us here is the fact that Kemmerer with a steam-gen- 
erating plant of this size would supply the power where tremendous natural 
resources in Wyoming are located. Not only would economic subsidization 
provided in this bill have a direct detrimental effect but the very fact that the 
economic subsidization is present would result in a reduction in the amount of 
development in southwestern Wyoming. This area is rich in trona, coal, phos- 
phate, and many other resources, some of which are only in their initial state of 
development. The continued rapid development of power will be a decided 
asset in the increased development of this particular area. May I once again 
say that it is highly important to the area and to the State to achieve develop 
ment of the coal resources in this area, 

Question: At the same point you speak of unfair competition in power rates 
apparently between those charged in Wyoming and those charged preference 
customers receiving power from Burns Creek project. What exactly is the 
nature of this unfair competition in power rates? 

How significant is the unfair competition? 
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Private power presently selling and to be sold in western Wyoming contains a 
specified amount covering taxes. The amount, as we understand it, will rep- 
resent approximately 20 percent of the cost. Private companies borrowing 
money for installations borrow at 5 percent while on Government loans, public 
power companies are paying 21% to 3 percent. As taxpayers pay over 4144 percent 
this interest subsidy is apparent and is again unfair competition. It would seem 
to be general in this area that public power costs about 40 percent less per 
kilowatt-hour which does represent a considerable amount of unfair competition 
and economic subsidy for this area in Idaho. The significance of the unfair 
competition is not so much in the subsidized rate in the actual dollar and cents 
that are to be paid by the general taxpayer, but in the fact that it is a loss of 
local and State taxes for the area which must be made up by taxpayers as a 
whole and also in a loss of the potential development in the unsubsidized area. 
This lack of development in an area that could be developed is the real sig- 
nificance as far as unfair competition is concerned. This is an important link 
in the development of the coal industry in our State. Not only would coal be 
used for the power production, but the location of this power could well lead to 
development of other coal-using industries in the area. Only recently one such 
plant began building here. We are optimistic for others. Coal is a very im- 
portant resource in our State and we want to do our best to assist its develop- 
ment. This is an important link in that development. 


QuesTION To Be ASKED oF Mr. V. J. PEARSON, BUSINESS MANAGER OF LOCAL UNION 
57, IBEW 


On page 529 you say you oppose the construction of projects by the Federal 
Government which have as their virtually exclusive purpose the production of 
electric energy for distribution to preference customers. Do you favor the pres- 
ent policy of the Federal Government of giving preference to public bodies and 
cooperatives in the sale of electricity from Federal projects? 





INTERNATIONAL BROTHERHOOD OF ELECTRICAL WORKERS, 


LocAL UNION No. 57, 
Salt Lake City, Utah, March 7, 1960. 
Congressman WAYNE N. ASPINALL, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


DeaR Str: In answer to your letter of March 2, 1960, enclosing the question 
asked by Congressman Saylor asking me if I favor the present policy of the 
Federal Government giving preference to public bodies and cooperatives in the 
sale of electricity from Federal projects, I am very much opposed to the present 
policy. Iam opposed to the postage stamp rates given to the preference customer. 

It is my understanding that the revenue from the sale of power on Federal 
reclamation projects should pay out that project plus having a surplus to pay 
for participating projects. This can only be accomplished if a fair rate is put 
on the power to be sold or if it is sold to the highest bidder at the buss bar. 

If the Federal Government is going to continue to produce power for preference 
customers it will tend to foster more of them. At the present time there is a 
movement on in the State of Utah for all cities to go to public power so that 
they will be able to get practically all the power from Glen Canyon and Flaming 
Gorge under the preference clause. If this is accomplished it will be a death 
blow to our members, as it is unlawful for public officials, in an opinion given 
by the attorney general of the State of Utah, to negotiate on wages or working 
conditions with labor unions. 

At the present time, wages and working conditions of electric utility employees 
employed by public bodies and cooperatives in the State of Utah and adjoining 
States are deplorably low on the whole. In a few isolated instances where they 
have been affected by organization, conditions have been improved. However, 
levels are far below those which exist in private industry. 

Yours very truly, 


V. G. Pearson, Business Manager. 





394 BURNS CREEK PROJECT, IDAHO 


Questions To Be AskKEp or Mr. J. L. SALMON, MAyor, Crry oF BuRLEY, Inano 


1. On page 228, you say that new Burns Creek proposal can also serve to ip. 
crease flood control and lessen the flood threat on the Snake River, especially 
at your city of Burley. What is the basis of this statement of yours? 

2. Does the Bureau of Reclamation, in determining the benefits from this 
project, allecate any benefit to flood control? 

3. On page 243, you say that it is your understanding that steam generation 
has been curtailed somewhat in the area of late. On what do you base this 
statement? 

4. Are you alleging the amount of steam generation of the Utah Power & 
Light Co. has been decreasing? 


City oF BURLEY, 
OFFICE OF MAyor, 
Burley, Idaho, March 8, 1960. 


Hon. WAYNE N. ASPINALL, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear Sir: In answer to the questions of Congressman Saylor, accompanying 
your letter of March 2, 1960, the following is submitted: 

Answer to question 1: 

In addition to what I have already stated at the hearing relative to flood con- 
trol, the following is submitted : 

Geographically, Burley is situated downstream from Palisades Dam on the 
bank of Snake River and the normal height of the river past the city of Burley 
is within 10 feet of the mean elevation of the business district of the city. In 
the event floodwaters came past the existing dams on the Snake River above 
Burley to the extent that it raised the water level 10 feet, the waters would over- 
flow and flood the business district of the city. Consequently, any dam con- 
structed on the Snake River above Burley which would make for additional 
storage by spring runoff or floodwater would in fact lessen the flood hazard at 
Burley. It was never my intention to infer that the flood control benefit was re 
flected in the cost of the Burns Creek Dam. 

Answer to question 2: 

I submit the following: 

To my knowledge the Bureau of Reclamation has not specifically allocated any 
part of the cost of the Burns Creek Reservoir to flood control; however, I am 
informed $22,733,000 of the cost of Palisades was allocated to flood control and 
that the purpose of the reregulating dam is to operate in conjunction with the 
original Palisades project in regulating the flow of the river and maintaining a 
stable power supply, and it is my further understanding that if approved, the 
Burns Creek Reservoir and the Palisades Dam would be considered as one cost 
unit and therefore any flood-control benefits of either the Palisades or the Burns 
Creek Reservoir would have a reciprocal effect. 

Answer to question 3: 

I had been informed that before Palisades Dam was completed Utah Power 
& Light was selling large blocks of power from the steam plant at Gadsen to 
Idaho Power. After Palisades started producing, Utah Power & Light, together 
with Idaho Power, purchased all the secondary or dump power available gen- 
erated at Palisades from the Bureau of Reclamation. After the Brownlee Dam 
was completed in Hells Canyon area by Idaho Power Co., Idaho Power Co. 
then sold hydroelectric energy, both peaking and offpeaking power to the Utah 
Power. The offpeak power was purchased for less than the cost of steam gen- 
eration; as a result of these changes, the steam generation has been curtailed in 
the last year or so. 

Answer to question 4: 

In view of the explanation in answer to question 3, it is my assertion that in 
the last year or so the steam generation at the Gadsen plant of Utah Power & 
Light Co. has decreased; however, it is expected that with the installation of a 
missile plant in northern Utah, additional electrical energy may be required, 
which would increase the steam generation of electricity. 


. 
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I trust that this is satisfactory and clarifies the questions of John P. Saylor, 
and if any further information is desired I would be glad to give the same as far 
as the facts are available to me. 

Sincerely yours, 
J. LEONARD SALMON, Mayor. 


RAFT RIVER ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE, INC., 

Malta, Idaho, March 8, 1960. 
Hon. WAYNE N. ASPINALL, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
U.S. House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR Sik: It is with pleasure I take this opportunity to answer the questions 
directed to me by your honorable committee member, Congressman John P. 
Saylor. I will attempt to answer these questions in the order submitted. 

1. Question concerning page 605: What do you plan to do when all of the 
power from Burns Creek project is being sold and there is no more additional 
Federal power to meet your future power requirements? 

Answer: At the time we realized the power supply of the Bureau of Recla- 
mation was all allocated we organized what is known as the Snake River 
Power Association. This is a transmission and generation cooperative with the 
legal rights and authority to build generation and transmission facilties to 
supply the needs of its members. I feel that by the time the Federal power 
allocations from Burns Creek, if approved, are all being used by the contractors 
we (the Snake River Power Association), through its membership and power 
loads, will be large enough to finance and construct some type of thermo or 
hydro generation for our needs. It requires a fair sized unit to be feasible to 
operate as you know, and by that time I feel we will be able to handle this 
type of installation. 

2. Question: Are you contemplating asking Congress then to authorize and 
appropriate funds for additional power projects in the Snake River Valley? 

Answer: As an association we are making studies and plans for supplying 
some type of an installation to supply our needs by that time. However, I must 
say that if the Bureau of Reclamation should submit a recommendation to 
Congress to build a feasible reclamation project with generation combined, I 
would give it my wholehearted support. I feel that this Nation’s great resources 
should be developed to the greatest feasible point possible. If private enterprise 
cannot develop to the ultimate, then I feel it should be done by the Federal 
Government. 

8. Question: If and when the Federal Government runs out of new hydro 
sites in the Snake River Valley, is it your belief that the Federal Government 
should construct steam plants to meet your future load growth? 

Answer: I do not feel that the Federal Goverr ment should be asked to build 
steam plants to serve their preference customers normal load growth. I feel 
that there is a definite place for private and public enterprises. 

Question concerning page 606: The Raft River Cooperative is an electric 
industry, isn’t it, etc? 

Answer: The Raft River Rural Electric Cooperative is definitely an electric 
industry. I believe my foregoing testimony in answer to the previous questions 
will show that we are looking ahead to the future needs of our members and 
making plans to meet the obligation we have to supply their future power needs. 

I hope my answers to the questions submitted will clarify the overall picture. 

Yours truly, 
EpWIN H. PASKETT, 
President, Raft River Rural Electric Cooperative, Inc., Idaho Cooperative 
Utilities Association. 
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Mrs. Prost. And, Mr. Chairman, before we close, I would like to 
say on behalf of the witnesses from Idaho who have spent the past 
3 days here in Washington, we want to express our very deep appre- 
ciation to you for the wonderful manner in which you have cooperated, 
It was most considerate of you to extend the hearings into the after- 
noon in order that the out of State witnesses could be heard. We 
realize that it has been difficult and time consuming for you. You 
have been most cooperative, and our deep appreciation to you. 

Mr. Rocers. Thank you very much. It was nice to have had all of 
these people. 

Let. the chairman of the subcommittee make one further observa- 
tion. We will, of course, need to have subsequent hearings to hear 
the Department witnesses further on some of these matters; but in 
the meantime, the Chair would ask unanimous consent that the matters 
that have been submitted to the Chair and to the staff for inclusion 
in the record be gone over by the chairman and the ranking minority 
member and approved or disapproved for inclusion in the record or 
in the files. Without objection, the members of the staff may make 
those separations. 

(Subsequently, the following communications in favor of the 
project were approved for inclusion in the record :) 


IpAHO State AFL-CIO, 
February 8, 1960. 
Representative WAYNE N. ASPINALL, 
Chairman of the House Interior and Insular Affairs Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR REPRESENTATIVE ASPINALL: I have before me a wire stating that the 
House Irrigation and Reclamation Subcommittee has scheduled a hearing on the 
Burns Creek Dam. This hearing is to take place on February 15 and 16. 

We are attaching hereto a resolution adopted at the first annual convention 
of the Idaho State AFL-CIO. 

The Idaho State AFL-CIO urges an early authorization of the Burns Creek 
Dam, as it will mean much to the laboring people of Idaho. 

Your kind consideration of the enclosed resolution will be very much appre- 
ciated. 

Very truly yours, 
DARRELL H. DORMAN, 
President, Idaho State AFL-CIO. 


RESOLUTION No. 12 


Whereas labor in Idaho has in the past been favorable toward any project 
which would mean the development of the State of Idaho; and 

Whereas, upon the completion of the Palisades Dam in eastern Idaho, it was 
found that the water users of the upper Snake River Valley had oversubscribed 
the storage capacity of Palisades Reservoir ; and 

Whereas, with the normal developments in eastern Idaho, there is evidence of 
a need for additional electrical power : Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That this convention go on record as favoring the building of the 
Burns Creek Dam as eastern Idaho already is in need of the additional 100,000 
acre-feet of water storage this dam will provide and by completion date will 
need the additional power this dam will make available; and it be further 

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be sent to our Senators and Representa- 
tives in Congress and also that we inform the United Mine Workers of our action 
and the reason for same. 


(Signed) GLtenn Hook, 
Carpenters, Idaho Falls, Idaho. 
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IpAnO F atts, Ipano, February 8, 1960. 
Representative HAMER Bunce, 


Washington, D.C.: 


Understand a hearing is scheduled February 15-16 on Burns Creek Dam. 
Carpenters unions of Idaho vitally concerned that this project be started at 
the earliest opportunity to bolster the economy of Idaho, both from construction 
standpoint and because eastern Idaho is in need of additional power and water 
storage. 

LLoyp MILLER, 


Ezvecutive Secretary-Treasurer, Rocky Mountain District Council of Car- 
penters, Idaho Falls. 


IpAHO FALLs, IDAHO, February 8, 1960. 
HAMER BUDGE, 


U.S. Representative, 
Representative Office Building, Washington, D.C.: 
The Idaho Falls Central Labor Council wishes to go on record as enthusiasti- 
cally supporting the bill for the Burns Creek project. 
Sincerely, 
Mrs. Faye Lewis, Secretary. 


FIFTH DISTRICT WILDLIFE FEDERATION, 
Conda, Idaho, February 10, 1960. 
To: House Irrigation and Reclamation Subcommittee. 
Subject: Burns Creek Dam legislation. 


This organization would like to go on record as favoring the immediate con- 
struction of the Burns Creek Dam with the following provisions : 

We would like to recommend that the dam be so constructed that a minimum 
flow of 1,000 cubic feet per second of water should be maintained below the 
dam at all times. 

At the present time this organization is attempting to have the marsh habitat 
restored in Grays Lake for the perpetuation of our migratory waterfowl. In 
order to do this, the water presently being used from this area will have to be 
exchanged for water from some other source. We would like to request that 
should the Burns Creek Dam be established, an allocation of water might be 
exchanged for the Grays Lake water for the development of this marsh area. 
It should be understood that the receiving of an allocation of water for this 
purpose would not constitute the establishment of a waterfowl refuge at that 
time. It is necessary that the water be set aside at this time so that a working 
agreement can be reached between the Federal and State wildlife agencies and 
the landowners at a later date. 

It should also be noted that the foregoing statement has been sanctioned by 
Heber Smith, president, Idaho Wildlife Federation. 

Doyat STILEs, 
Chairman, Fifth District, Idaho Wildlife Federation. 


SALMON RIVER CANAL Co., Lop., 


Hollister, Idaho, February 8, 1960. 
Hon, HAMER BuDGE, 


Congressman from Idaho, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


Deak CONGRESSMAN Bunce: This is to advise you that the board of directors 
of the Salmon River Canal Co., Hollister, Idaho, at its regular meeting on Febru- 
ary 2, 1960, passed a resolution endorsing the proposed legislation (S. 281), for 
authorization of the Burns Creek project in Idaho. The lands served by the 
Salmon River Canal Co. are desperately short of supplemental water and it has 
pending an application for a share of the irrigation storage water which will 
be made available for this project if constructed. 

Also, we have been informed that there is a movement by fish and wildlife 
interests to have allocated some 55,000 acre-feet of the available irrigation 

51710—60——-26 
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storage for the conservation and wildlife in the proposed Grays Lake refuge, 
The board of directors also went on record as opposing any effort by the fish 
and wildlife interests to this end either by legislation or otherwise. 

We respectfully request that a copy of this letter be made of record at the 
hearings to be held on S. 281 commencing on February 16, 1960, before the 
House Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation of the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs. 

Very truly yours, 
LYLE H. ScCHNITKEr. 


—_— 


JACKSON, Wyo., February 10, 1960. 
Hon. WALTER ROGERS, 
Chairman, Irrigation and Reclamation Subcommittee, Interior and Insular 
Affairs Committee, House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.: 

Your Honor, due to our great need in the near future for additional power 
our interest in water conservation and flood control and the economic need 
for full completion of Palisades I urge your committee to take favorable action 
on the building of Burns Creek Dam. 

Mayor Harry CLIssoxp. 
Jackson, Wyo. 


JACKSON, Wyo., February 10, 1960. 
Hon. WALTER ROGERS, 
Chairman, Irrigation and Reclamation Subcommittee, Interior and Insular 
Affairs Committee, House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.: 
Our understanding is that on February 15-16 your committee will give con- 
sideration to proposed Burns Creek Dam in Idaho. This dam is integral part of 
-alisades Dam which has been in operation for 1 year. Burns Creek Dam 
would complete this Palisades project. Jackson Hole Chamber of Commerce of, 
Jackson, Wyo., desires to go on record urging your committee to take favorable 
action. 
WALTER W. KiNG, Secretary. 


BuRLEY, Ipano, February 12, 1960. 
Hon. WALTER ROGERS, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, House of Representa- 
tives, Washington, D.C. 
DeaR Mr. RoGers: We highly endorse the proposed House bill No. 1235 for 
the construction and operation by the Bureau of Reclamation of Burns Creek. 
Our economy and future development of our entire county depends upon 
irrigation both by surface and deep well pumping. We definitely feel that 
Burns Creek project will help to provide extra storage water and electric pow- 
er much needed at low cost. 
Vote for House bill No. 1235 to help stabilize and provide for future sound 
economical development. 
Yours truly, 
R. J. HARPER, 
JOHN CLARK, 
J. WELDON BEcK, 
Cassia County Commissioners. 


Rupert, Inano, February 12, 1960. 
Representative WALTER ROGERS, 
Irrigation and Reclamation, 
New House Building, Washington, D.C.: 


The Minidoka Co-op Supply, Inc., realizing that its business is directly depend- 
ent upon the income of the farmers of the area wishes to urge favorable con- 
sideration of the proposed Burns Creek project. 


SHERMAN ANDERSON. 
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SaLt LAKE City, Utan, February 21, 1960. 
Hon. GRaAcIE PFost, 


Old House Office Building, 
Washington, D.C.: 


The Idaho Cattlemen’s Association, the Eastern Idaho Grazing Association, 
and the Citizens Grazing Association strongly endorse the Burns Creek bill, 
with the Grays Lake amendment attached. 


Grover C. Hogan. 





Boise, [pAHo, February 21, 1960. 
Hon. GRACIE PFostT, 


Member of Congress, 
Old House Office Building, Washington, D.C.: 


Grays Lake settlers and the permanent Grays Lake committee, and those we 
represented at the Burns Creek hearings are most ardent supporters of the 
Burns Creek poject with the proposed Grays Lake amendment inserted. 


J.C. SmituH and Evan KACKLEY. 


THE STATE OF WYOMING, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
TuHIrRTY-FIrTH STATE LEGISLATURE, 


February 10, 1960. 
WALTER ROGERS, 


Chairman, Irrigation and Reclamation Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 
Deak REPRESENTATIVE RoGERS: I am writing this letter to you requesting that 
| your committee give favorable attention to the Burns Creek Dam bill that is 
to come before your committee for hearing on the 16th of this month. 

The area that I represent lies adjacent to the Idaho border and we are only 
about 50 miles from the site of Burns Creek. We are vitally interested in the 
project since we are out of power in this area. We are interested in obtaining 
power not only for domestic uses but also in an attempt to have something to 
offer to small industry that may be desirous of locating in this area. 

I respectfully request that this letter be entered into the record and also that 


your committee permit the Burns Creek Dam bill to receive the attention of 
the House for its action. 


Thanking you for your attention to this request, I remain, 
Sincerely yours, 


Tep C. FROME. 


STATEMENT FOR UPPER SNAKE RIVER DEVELOPMENT HEARING 


IpAHO FALLS, IDAHO, February 138, 1960. 
| The following submission is respectfully submitted for your consideration. 


WEstT Sipe ELectric IRRIGATION CooPERATIVE, INC., 
By I. Donatp JerMAn, Licensed Consulting Engineer. 
Officers : 


Lowell Moore, president. 
A. A. Merrill, vice president. 
I. Donald Jerman, secretary, engineer manager. 


Board of directors: 
Lowell Moore A. W. Brunt 
A. A. Merrill Cornell Solberg 
Parley Rigby Ray Burn 
Herman Belson Paul Holm 


| This report is being submitted to you by the West Side Electric Irrigation 

} Cooperative, Inc., in response to the formal notice of a public hearing to be 

held February 15 and 16, 1960. The hearing will be before the House Reclama- 
tion Committee. 

Prease releases indicate that the water users in the areas that are to be served 

by the construction of Burns Creek Dam and Reservoir are gravely concerned 

about the continued delay in the proposed construction of the dam. Among 





400 BURNS CREEK PROJECT, IDAHO 


other matters, this cooperative is vitally concerned about control of streams 
to produce hydroelectric power for expanded irrigation, including urban ang 
new industrial needs. We (West Side Electric Irrigation Cooperative, Ine.) 
further desire and hope to be able to secure power at a rate that will enable 
us to pump water from wells drilled at various depths varying from a few 
feet to 600 feet. To be able to do this, it will open up vast areas of idle lang 
and place it into use and increase the tax values of the area. 

Our organization has been active and soon thereafter corporated, since Sep- 
tember 23, 1954. The original discussions ceniered around the securing of 
electric power, cheaper rates, and very definitely to better the conditions re. 
ative to hidden charges, generally referred to as demand charges. The early 
discussions were in terms of a power supply required for ultimately some 
100,000 or more acres of land located in areas adjacent to or near Blackfoot, 
Aberdeen, Shelley, Idaho Falls, Robert, Mud Lake, Arco, Rigby, Rexburg, St. 
Anthony, and Ashton areas. Considering the area of land between Terretop 
and Shelley, preliminary surveys indicate that there are approximately 65,000 
acres out of a gross area of over 110,000 acres that are irrigable and capable of 
being intensively developed under irrigation by pumping from ground-water 
supplies. Indications are that the pump lifts will range from 220 to 400 feet, 
including some very fertile areas where the lift will be near 550 feet or more, 
making it obvious that the long-range success and the extent of the development 
will hinge on being able to obtain longtime commitments on pumping power 
at the lowest possible cost, and considerably lower than it is now generally 
believed to be available in the areas. Especially do we expect this, knowing 
the prices that some of the private power companies are buying electric energy 
for, from Government-constructed power projects. 

This organization has previously negotiated for a block of seasonal electric 
power (19,000 kilowatts) from the Palisades Dam project and would be able 
to qualify as a preference customer if standby power could be secured from some 
competent source. A small source of firm power is also required for domestic 
use in the areas and a formal request was made for this required power from 
the proposed Burns Creek development at an early date, and it is assumed that 
the amount referred will be available if and when Burns Creek Dam and re- 
later structures are completed. 

The Burns Creek Dam is primarily a reregulating structure to be used in 
conjunction wih the Palisades Dam. It is generally understood that electric 
power demands vary considerably during each day. The most variable times 
of the day exist at morning, noon, and evening hours, when the electric demand 
is greater than the hours directly between these peak periods. To produce 
extra power to care for these peakloads requires relatively extra water to flow 
through the turbines to produce an extra power. This extra power (thus re 
quiring extra water discharge from the reservoir) is excessive enough that 
the flow in the river below the Palisades Dam would be erratic enough to 
vary its discharge to the extent that the irrigators could not tolerate such 
varying discharges to affect their irrigation streams. Thus, a reregulating 
reservoir is necessary if the Palisades Dam power is going to be used to its 
maximum. In order to pay dam construction charges as contemplated, it is 
necessary to use all the possible power development that the fluctuating power 
demand requires. 

To build Palisades Dam and powerplant without using the maximum power 
that could be developed would appear to be sheer folly and not what was in- 
tended when the repayment contracts were under discussion and finally 
written. 

Considering the vast irrigable areas adjacent to and near the Palisades and 
Burns Creek Dams (see attached location map), where underground water 
development is being allowed to continue in a dormant-use status for lack of 
cheaper electric energy, it is a deterrent to the proper handling or development 
of our local economy. Much could be said regarding the merits of the under- 
ground water supply in these areas. The fact that the supply of water is avail- 
able in abundance, being encountered by drilled wells, each of which intercepts 
many flowing channels of moving underground water on its way to the ocean, 
lost to the economy of the area and the Nation. Bear in mind that this water 
supply is not made available from regular water tables or from possible perched 
water table sources. 

Much of the firm and seasonal electric energy developed at the two dams can 
be absorbed in the adjacent areas to the Palisades and Burns Creek Dams be 
cause seasonal energy is required to pump water for irrigation purposes, when 
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the nonpumping irrigators are watering their crops. To dispose of this seasonal 
power in large demands, and in relatively close areas, creates a cheap and orderly 
disposal source for much of the electric power that can be developed from the 
two projects. 

It therefore appears that favorable action toward the pending bill is justified 
from many economic reasons and growth development that is self-evident. 

Much related information is on file and available to persons interested. 

The following reports are referred to herein for future and further study; 
their contents are factual and should be studied separately from the body of 
this report if future progress warrants such action. 

A portion of a report dated January 1956, by Lynn 8. Ludlow, irrigation spe- 
cialist, Eiectric Operations and Loan Division, REA, Washington, D.C., was 
made in a representative area within a proposed area which was considered for 
a first development stage of construction. This report gives pertinent facts 
relative to the area as designated verifying the feasibility of the anticipated 
development of the West Side Electric Irrigation Cooperative, Inc. 


OFFICE OF IRRIGATION SPECIALIST, 
ELECTRIC OPERATIONS AND LOANS DIVISION, 
RuURAL ELECTRIFICATION ADMINISTRATION, 
January 1956. 


PuMP IRRIGATION CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS, WESTSIDE ELECTRIC 
IRRIGATION COOPERATIVE, INC., IDAHO FALLS, IDAHO 


Based upon an analysis of data available, the following conclusions and recom- 
mendations are made concerning the potential pump irrigation load considered 
for service by the Westside Electric Irrigation Cooperative, Inc., Idaho Falls, 
Idaho. These conclusions and recommendations do not purport to establish the 
economic feasibility of extending electric service to the irrigation loads included 
in the survey nor do they intend to imply that funds are or will be earmarked 
by the Rural Electrification Administration for services to such loads. It does 
provide data on the factors essential to sound irrigation development and to the 
advisability of providing loan funds to be used by this borrower in extending 
electric service to these installations. 


CONCLUSIONS 

Location and description 

The area considered in this report is located in Bonneville and Jefferson 
Counties of southeastern Idaho. It lies west of Idaho Falls and extends from 
the community at New Sweden, north to the community of Roberts, Idaho. It 
is considered a part of the Snake River Plain and is in the upland area above 
the valley of the Snake River. Its general topography is described as undulating 
to gently rolling. The potential irrigation acreages are bounded and limited by 
extinct lava flows which have spread out over the plains. Outcroppings of this 
basalt or lava flow are scattered throughout the area. 


Climate 


The climate is semiarid, in which the seasonal and daily temperature changes 
are extreme The summer day temperatures are moderated due to the high 
altitude of the area and the evenings are cool. The mean annual summer tem- 
perature is 65.5° F, and that of the winter is 22.0° F. The temperatures are ideal 
for livestock raising and dairying and, where water is available, for productive 
and profitable irrigation farming. The date of the average last killing frost 
in the spring is May 17, and the earliest in the fall is September 21. The area 
has an average frost-free period of 126 days. Occasionally, unseasonal killing 
frosts occur earlier in the fall in the area being considered. 

The mean annual precipitation in the area is 11.02 inches, of which less than 
half falls from April to September. This low rainfall plus the high rate of 
evaporation of the area requires irrigation to meet the moisture requirements 
of most agricultural crops. 


Soils 


The soils of the area are known as Portneuf silt loam. These soils have a 
moderate permeability rate with a high water holding capacity which is favor- 
able for irrigation. They are of medium fertility. They are very easily worked 
under irrigation and are considered as excellent and very productive irrigated 
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cropland for such crops as alfalfa, potatoes, sugar beets, small grains, peas, pas- 
tures, etc. These soils are low in organic matter and will require good manage. 
ment practices to achieve and maintain maximum high yields. 

Due to the rolling condition of the land, most of the irrigation water will be 
distributed by sprinkler irrigation systems. It is estimated by Soil Conservation 
personnel assigned to the area, that 67,000 acres of land in Bonneville County and 
25,000 acres of land in Jefferson County could be productively irrigated if water 
was available. These acreages of land are presently being dry-land farmed. 


Crops 


The results of the dry-land wheat farming due to climatic conditions have 
not been too successful. Crop failures often occur because of moisture shortages. 
With irrigation, it could develop as a highly productive area. Crops grown 
would be typical of those already produced under irrigation in the adjacent 
areas which are primarily alfalfa, potatoes, sugar beets, and small grains, 
The soils, due to their light texture are considered most favorable for producing 
excellent quality potatoes. The adjoining irrigation areas have already been 
established as one of the most productive and profitable irrigation areas in 
southern Idaho. 


Ground water 


It has been established that there is available large quantities of ground 
water in the area under consideration. It is a part of the ground waters of 
the Snake River plains which has been and is being utilized for a source of 
water for large acreages of irrigation development. The U.S. Bureau of Recla- 
mation is financing irrigation development in areas where similar ground water 
aquifers are being utilized as a source of water. This development is southwest 
of the urea under consideration for development by the borrower. The major 
differences between the two areas is the greater depth of pumping which will be 
required in the proposed borrower’s area. Lifts in this area will range from 
250 to 350 feet compared to lifts under 200 feet in other areas being developed. 
How extensive development could be is not known at this time. Information 
available from those most familiar with the ground water conditions indicate 
that the available ground water supply is capable of supporting considerable 
irrigation development. Those same people did indicate concern as to whether 
ground water sources in the borrower’s area were within economical pumping 
lifts to justify extensive land development. 


Development 


To secure water from the existing ground water acquifers it will require that 
wells be drilled to depths of 375 to 400 feet. Present costs of drilling wells 
average approximately $15 per foot. Pumping lifts will range from 250 to 350 
feet. Due to terrain and soils, distribution of irrigation waters will be through 
sprinkler irrigation system. Under existing prices, average development 
costs per acre is estimated at $120. This does not include cost of well or land. 
Average total investment for typical installation would approximate $40,000. 

Maximum costs of water for irrigation in the Idaho Falls area through gray- 
ity systems are approximately $7 to $8 per acre-foot. Average costs are from 
$3 to $5 per acre-foot. Under most favorable conditions in the proposed area 
and using sprinkler systems, cost of irrigation water with 1 cent kilowatt-hour 
electricity would average approximately $12 per acre-foot. 

Water requirements would be approximately 6 to 8 gallons per minute per 
acre for sprinkler irrigation. Based on discharges of wells already obtained in 
the area, 300 to 400 acres of land could be developed under each well. Such 
development would require an average of 1 horsepower for each 1% acres of land 
irrigated. 

Irrigation season will range from approximately May 10 through September 
30. Irrigation applications for crops grown in the area would be as follows: 


I aria reaneettnon mmaigean auaiioean Kenta 5 to 8 applications of 3 inches each. 
a fee dain nectar cdiesccias enc enaiantiangsae aaa pie 3 applications of 3 inches each. 
NI a, cain: ch Diciain pecan aed vicecocaviniarte ao saaguiibeeaeapees 5 to 6 applications of 3 inches each. 
I it bos secre iiec atch ein ah as ance citar pe Sali 3 applications of 3 inches each. 


With typical cropping patterns and complete diversification of farming, plus 
the large available acreage that can be developed under each well, it is estimated 
that pumps could be utilized for approximately 2,500 hours per season. 
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Power requirements 


The following information was supplied by proposed borrower, listing the land- 
owners who have made definite indications of development and when develop- 
ment will occur. This is based on horsepower requirements. 


RECONNAISSANCE FEASIBILITY REPORT, DECEMBER 7, 1957 
1. Proposal 


It is proposed that a number of farmers be organized to secure financing 
required for development of sprinkler irrigated land in the Snake River Valley. 
This report is made to study the economic feasibility of such development. 


2. Location 


The land being studied comprises parts of townships 2, 3, and 4 north in 
ranges 35, 36, and 37 east of the Boise meridian. It may be loosely described 
as lying west of the Snake River between Idaho Falls and Roberts, Idaho. 

The area is served by U.S. Highways 91 and 26 as well as numerous State 
and county roads. It is also served by the Union Pacific Railroad. 

There are several processing plants in the area for both potatoes and sugar 
beets. 
$. Description 


Most of the land is presently being dry-farmed. It lies on gently rolling 
slopes varying from 0 to 5 percent. 


The area lies at elevations between 4,780 to 4,920 feet with the majority being 
at about 4,880 feet. 

The soils are wind lain silt loam of excellent texture. They are easily handled 
under irrigation and are excellent cropland for all the crops grown in this area. 

The climate is a semiarid one with a range of temperatures which has proven 
to be very favorable to the production and storage of high quality potatoes. 
A 34-year record at Idaho Falls shows average temperature of 20.4° for Jan- 
uary and 69.0° for July. The maximum was 104° and the minimum was —37°. 
Killing frosts averaged from May 15 to September 19 with a frost-free growing 
season of 127 days. 

The crops grown would be alfalfa, small grains, peas, sugar beets and potatoes. 
The area is famous for its high quality potatoes. The high specific gravity 
of the potatoes makes them especially desirable for chipping and frying. 

4. Water supply 


The ground water supply has been proven to be very reliable. It is fed from 
the area lying west and north of the Snake River plain. No surface water from 
this area reaches the Snake River. 

Geological Survey Papers Nos. 774 and 775 published in 1936 cover this ground 
water table in detail. The ground water table compiled at that time is still 
extremely accurate. There has been no perceptible drawdown from all of the 
pumping that has been done in the area. 

The U.S. Bureau of Reclamation which has done considerable investigative 
work on the ground water supply is confident of its reliability. They are 


financing the development of a considerable acreage of pump land in the Rupert 
area. 


5. Pump lifts 


The water table in the area lies at elevations of 4,500 to 4,550 feet. 
fore pump lifts from 250 to 420 feet may be expected. 


6. Development costs 


There- 


In order to arrive at a conservative (above average) development cost the 
cost of a 320-acre sprinkler system was computed for lifts of 280, 360, and 
440 feet. 

First class systems were figured throughout using 10 laterals supplying 2,000 
gallons per minute to the land. The specifications would include: Wells, 100 
feet below water surface; 12-inch pump column; 12-gage steel main lines; 0.75 
foot per 100 feet maximum friction loss in main; 0.050 lateral lines; center 
outlets and 30-foot offsets with lateral lines. 
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The costs would be as follows: 





Lift Well Pump Main Laterals Total Per acre 
ici E MERRION tt tek NN nd Se tt tl sei 
DCetianinke+ecadnieiiccpawcns 6, 460 17, 430 11, 800 15, 500 51, 190 $160. 00 
a crtre ts cabin kacncndeiminete aad 7, 820 20, 460 11, 800 15, 500 55, 580 173. 68 
Ciitkconegaaieinn< sewer ual 9, 180 24, 000 11, 800 15, 500 60, 480 189. 00 





The above figures are computed on list prices. In the quantities that are 
under consideration substantial price reductions could be expected. It is almost 
certain that you could expect reductions of 10, 10, 10, and 25 percent on the re 
spective items. This would reduce the per acre costs to $136.70, $149.05, and 
$162.83 respectively. 


7. Annual costs 


(a) Power.—A report on the operation of a 48-horsepower pumping unit us- 
ing natural gas as a fuel shows that the operation cost including service chargeg 
and reserve for overhaul is 0.597 cent per horsepower per hour. 

Over a 90-day, 2,160-hour pumping season this would amount to $12.89 per 
horsepower. 

While it is quite likely that larger plants would be even cheaper than this a 
figure of $14 per horsepower per season is being used in this report. 

(b) Depreciation.—A “straight line” figure of 5 percent was used for deprecia- 
tion. 

(c) Maintenance.—As service charges and overhaul are included in the power 
costs a figure of 1 percent was used for maintenance. 

The annual costs would be: 


Lift Power Depreciation | Maintenance Total Per acre 
a eee hs ken ego 3, 500 2, 559. 50 511.90 6, 571. 40 20. 53 
ei Scat tl ce hn 4, 200 2, 779. 00 535. 80 7, 534. 80 23. 55 
EE Sa 4, 900 3, 024. 00 604. 80 8, 528. 80 26. 65 


8. Annual returns 


In estimating the annual return the landlords share methods of computation 
was used. All estimates were made on the conservative side. 

(a) Lease.—A lease calling for the landlord to receive one-third of the po- 
tatoes, one-third of the grain, and one-half of the hay was used. 

(b) Rotation.—The following rotation suggested by the Soil Conservation 
Service was used: 


Acres 
ree Nenana Wn NUN ao. wo seen taeda apenas a ansecinciioest meni Berdesidg 45,7 
Ms crease eases sa csi et o> Sn pe apd a alas ahpsigs ee eo ea UE hs ata tea igen aves cae 45.7 
a eh cdot asia ten ov as eh mts cess ae hak Ne ee ceioh as ch abil eg i hee nana ae tos eel icant 45.7 
I aia ais aan ile phat tee obama den ae Ae aaa 45.7 
SN coo agce ices, can Sc gs wa te co ost aipipascneka apne Apadcaaocce in pia aeons ieeioe 45.7 
rrr CRIN ORT a eal re iia hei 45.7 
Se ce see a ae ang re ct cae end il ss ins an BD sca enh eas in etee 45.7 


(c) Yields.—Conservative yield estimates were used: Hay, 4 tons per acre; 
grain, 40 bushels per acre; potatoes, No. 1, 125 hundredweight per acre. No 
account was made for pasture or for No. 2 potatoes. 

(ad) Prices.—The following conservative prices were used: Hay, $10 per ton; 
grain, $1.75 per bushel; potatoes, $1.50 per hundredweight. 





Crop Acres Yield Value Landlords 
share 
PT icin ccciecutnsbelidibnostuisthdbhatibihd ton. 91.4 366 $3, 660 $1, 830. 00 
a a clean hel lean Bl bushel.. 91.4 3, 656 6, 398 2, 132. 67 
Ue ler canes seaecaee hundredweight-. 137. 2 17, 150 25, 725 8, 575. 00 
WEHEL . .nn caccnnaneeccncntaasedtnssusnssen aletlsdes lcs tscdl ect anmlatwitahe 12, 537. 67 


IG CI no cdh bac ckaccneeekesccecdbs ieceeh cdaebcaleasscceubebees ledauesanewiaee 39. 18 


a 











conve! 
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9. Loan evaluation 


The land evaluation was arrived at by capitalizing the net return at 5 percent. 
The loan value was taken at one-half of that amount. 








Lift Net return | Land value | Loan value 
Aaa cs Sean emia tp tndiidl dalicnininiglidietate isa dptibinctniisimedatgentiaeiesmuatince 18. 65 $373, 00 $186. 50 
i cimstiacdnbinihitucuEbcacgbsotnabnntiabectadmaainen 15. 63 312. 60 156. 30 
440 


pacqwwscnacesccesconncessoensccsccscoccscoseseonesearcccceces 12. 53 250. 60 125. 30 





10. Feasibility 

These computations indicate that loans covering the entire amount of the 
installation would be sound to a lift of 350 feet. From that point to 440 feet 
loans of $125/acre would be sound. 

Mr. Pasxerr. Mr. Chairman, I, on behalf of the organizations here, 
would like to thank you for the consideration we have had, and for 
the time you have spent with us the last 3 days, and also to your 
committee. 

Mr. Rogers. Thank you, Mr. Paskett. I am sorry that there were 
many witnesses on this project that it appeared for a while would not 
be heard; but I am sind everyone did have a chance to be heard. As 
long as I am chairman, they will be heard. 

here being nothing further, the subcommittee will adjourn, subject 
to the call of the Chair. 


(Whereupon, at 5:05 p.m., the subcommittee was adjourned, to re- 
convene subject to the call of the Chair.) 


x 





